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9 II. Sxcr. I. 


Of Mr. P's manner of ſtating the Que ; andof the f 
true State of it, 1 Gee, oo 


tween Epiſcoparians and Presbyterians. 


O ſtate the Point in Controverſy ly 5 
fore one enters upon the debate of DS is 
doubtleſs Scholarlike. It conduces both to 
Brevity and Perſpicuity. And for want of it 


| men often run into mere wget ag rn and Confuſion, puzzling, 


inſtead of convincing, the leſs oem oor and provoking 
either the Indignation, or the Contempt of the more m- 
telligent Readers: and if they have the lock, or the Art 
to perſwade any, they do not however enlighten them. 
I mult therefore very foully have belied my own Senti- 
ments, if I have knowingly charg d Mr. P. Tick Unſcho- 
larlike Procedure for doing that ( in his Sermon Presbyte- 
rian Ordination provd Regular ) which indeed is no other 
than exactly ſtating the Q ion to be debated. And 
yet he ſuggeſts ( Def Part 2. p. 4. ) that this I have done: 
which, if it be true, I am one of the moſt miſtaken Men 
in the World The Reader may judge of the Caſe by 
what follows. 
Mr. Ps undertaking in the 24 Head of that Sermon 
was to conſider, Who wwas to judge of Men's Quali W 
for the Sacred Office, and to Authorize them to it : 
entrance upon which Head, Sermm. p. 23. he ropoſeth to 
Foy: the 8 aud reaſons the Prafice of him and 
Brethren (who pretend to be no more than Presbyters) 
and that they warrant for what they do in taking 
upon them 4o orvain. And tis very plain that he means, 


ep 2c | Az fs a War: 3 


[4] 
2 Warrant from the ordinary Rule, and not from the ex- 
traordinary Priviledge of Neceſſity. His drift is to per- 
| 1wade Men (I can hardly ſay, to prove) that the Power 
of Ordination belongs to Presbyters of ordinary right; 
or, as tis expreſs' d in the Title, that Presbyterian Ordi- 
nation is Regular. The Adverſaries of which Doctrine 
he reckons (td) to be of two ſorts, 1. Such as lodge 
this Power wholly in the Body of the People, and 2. Such 
as lodge it only in a Dioceſan Biſbop. Which enumera- | 
tion is manifeſtly faulty: becaule, if there be any (as I 
am apt to believe there are none) who hold that this 
Power is lodg'd only in a Dioceſan Biſhop, 7z. e. in a Biſhop 
poſſeſs d of, or enutuled to, a particular Dioceſe, tis cer- 
tain, that the Epiſcoparians in general allow it to be in all 
of the Epiſcopal Order, whether they be Dioceſans or not, 
and therefore are either omitted or miſrepreſented by 
Mr. P. in this account of his Adverſaries. ; 
Nevertheleſs, becauſe when he comes Serm. p.z1. (where | 
my Remarks begin) to deal particularly with thoſe that 
oppoſe the claim of Presbyters to ordain, upon Epiſcopal * 
Principles, he expreſſes them properly enough by /uch as 
pretend it belongs not to them, but to Perſons of an higher | 
Order, I made no reflection in my Remarks on the errour | 
or miſrepreſentation aforeſaid, but contented my ſelf with 
rectifying the State of the Queſtion in that regard upon | 
ſubſequent Occaſions given me. As when I obſerv'd . 257. | 
that he Queſtion properly is not, whether one or more Per- 
ſons in a Dioceſe 6 or ought to have the Power conteſted, \ 
but what Degree or wal 15 of Perſons have it, whether all | 
Presbyters, or only ſuch as are farther advanc'd., Which 
| Remark of mine Mr. P. in his Defence is pleas'd to take no 
notice of: I ſuppoſe, becauſe the Juſtneſs of it could not 
be denied, and he was unwilling to own the Fault it fixeth 
upon him, . 2 
I don't think he hath the Face directly to deny the Juſt- 
neſs of that Remark. But then tis to me unaccountable, 
what induc'd him in his Defence to repeat and inſiſt upon 
the foreſaid ſo manifeſtly faulty enumeration. There are 
three Parties among us (faith he Def. Part 2. p. 19.) who 
are-contending about the Right to this Power, [ viz. bat 4 
td | | Idl- 


k : % "= an., 
— — , 


[5] 
Ordination and Government]: one Party pretends it he- 
lung to the People; another to the Presbytery ; and a third 
: | 70 a Dioceſan Biſhop. And a little lower, A disjunttive 
- | SMogiſm (faith he) hath been allow'd for a good way of 
, | argumg ; and ſuchis my Argument: which when put into 
form will be thus, | 
- The Power of Ordination and Government muſt belong 
| oy to the People, or to a Dioceſan Biſhop, or a Preſ- 
tery. 
But it belongs neither to the People, nor to a Dioceſan 
Ba. Therefore, &c. | 
Alfter which he ſurprizingly adds, that is evident no- 
bing can be here objected againſt the enumeration of the 
\ | Particulars : when tis evident on the contrary, that the 
Power in queition may not belong either to the People, or 
only to a Dioceſan Biſhop, or yet to a Presbytery, i. e. a 
Company of mere Presbyters: nor is there any Party 
2 228 us, who contend it belongs only to a Dioceſan 
5 Imop. | | 
1 8am not unmindful, that here in the Defence the 
Mord oni doth not appear, in his account, of the Epiſco- 
pal Tener, as it doth in the Sermon Defended': but then 
it mult be ſupply'd by Interpretation; unleſs we may ſup- 
| pole him really to alter the enumeration, and thereby the 
2 he talks of under pretence of putting it into 
orm. 6 
Belides, if we ſuppoſe the meaning as well as expreſſion 
of the Word only to be here withdrawn, I don't ſee any 
Senſe that the Words will bear, and which Mr. P. could 
intend, in which the enumeration in the disjunctive Syllo- 
gſm will ſtand good. If the Power of Ordination be- 
ong d, as not to the People, ſo neither to a Dioceſan 
Biſhop, in any Senſe wherein he will deny it to belong 
to a Dioceſan Biſhop, it would not preſently follow 
that it muſt belong to a Presbytery, as before explain'd 
according to Mr. P's undoubted meaning : becauſe it 
might belong to Biſhops (Dioceſan or not) joyning toge- 
ther or aſliſted with Presbyters : according to the Practice | 
of the Church of. Zngland. If neither the People, nor 4 
any ſingle Biſhop by himſelf, could Ordain, it would not 
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| follow that Presbyters might, without the concurrence of 
a Biſhop. 


But to come to the Subject of Mr. P's Complaint. I 
charg'd him with unfair and unſcholarlike Repreſenta- 
tions, ſubjoyn'd to that Deſcription of his Epiſcopal Ad- 
verſaries, which he firſt lays down, where he begins to 


' conſider them in particular, and according to which the | 
Queſtion would be, Whether the Power of Ordination be- 
longs to Presbyters, or to Perſons of an higher Order. I | 
faid he had better have contented himfelf with that ſtate | 


of the Caſe, and proceeded immediately to the Merits of 


it, than to have let himſelf looſe into ſuch unfair and 
unfcholarlike Repreſentations as follow. This, it ſeems, j 
nettled him. But if there do indeed, as ſurely there do, 
follow in that Place unfair and unſcholarlike Repreſen- | 
tations, tis plain he has no reaſon to be angry with any 


body but himſelf. 


But, Did not all the Rules of Scholarſhip require (faich « 
he Def. Part 2. p. 4.) ibat 7 ſhould explain what our Ad. 
verſaries Notion was of that higher Order; and. that Þ | 


contending Parties? Tis very true, he had done well to 


ſhould exactly ſlate the Point in Controverſy between the | 


have ſo enlarg'd upon that ſtate of the Cave, which the 


foreſaid Deſcription implies, as to have fix d the Point in 
Controverſy more nicely, or more clearly, than in ſo few 
Words it was or could be done, But he had much better 
have left it, as it was, than to have gone about to con- 
found it immediately, or to ſuggeſt wrong notions of it. 
He might very properly have given ſome Explication of 
the Phraſe hᷣgber Order, and have ſhew'd what Diſtinction 


is neceſſary, and what is ſufficient, to make an higher 


Order to the purpoſe of this Queſtion. But it was not 
pertinent to give an account here, how fair ſoever, of 
any further Notions his Adverſaries may have of the Epi- 
ſcopal Order. And to repreſent ſuch foreign Notions as 
making part of the Queſtion, and thereby to clog the 


| 2 fide of it, is both unſcholarlike and un- 
A F 
The proper Queſtion is, Whether the Power of Ordina- 


lion belongs of ordinary Right to common Precbyters, ſa as 
| not 


L7 ] 
yot to require the concurrence of any Miniſter of an higher 
Order. And by an higher Order I mean ſuch a Degree, 
Rank or Sort of Chriſt's Miniſters, as together with the 
do wers common to all Presbyters, have by Divine Right 
ome further Power or Powers, which all Presbyters have 
not. For, in my Notion, a difference of Powers by Di- 
vine Right makes a diſtinct Order. I am ſure it makes a 
eal Diſtinction, ſufficient for the purpoſe in hand: and, that 
being granted, I ſhall contend with no one about the Word 
Drder, unleſs it be only for leave to uſe it in the Senſe 
peclar d; and that I ſuppoſe no body will deny me. 

If Mr. P. hath not prov'd the Affirmative of the Que- 
ſtion, as by me now ſtated, it is plain, that he hath not 
ew d, that mere Presbyters have good warrant for what 
they do, when they take upon them to ordain, as he, un- 
lertook p. 23. of the Sermon; he hath not eſtabliſſid the 
oncluſion, which he would draw p. 39. 7hat the Power 
Ordination belongs to all thoſe, who have 1he Office of 

Preaching and Aamiuiſtring the Sacraments commuted to 
em; nor hath he made good the Title of his Sermon, 
Healyterian Ordination proud Regular. 


F 


oncurrence of a ſuperior Miniſter, the preſent Cauſe muſ 
given againſt Mr. P. whatſoever, or how wrong ſoever, 
he Epiſcopal Scheme be in other reſpects; particularly, as 
o the Seat of the governing Power in general, or, as to 
he Neceſſity of no more than one Biſhop in a Church or 
Dioceſe. And therefore theſe things are iner wake 4 
nd conſequently in an unſcholarlike manner, brought 
ato the Queſtion by him. Indeed, from the Subject of 
ge governing Power at large, or, from the Form of Go- 
ernment inſfuruted in the Church by Chriſt himſelf, or 
is Apoſtles, Arguments may be drawn towards deciding 
pe Queſtion about the Subject of the Ordaining Power; 
gut to make theſe things part of the Queſtion it ſelf, as 
Mr. P. doth among the Repreſentations I blame, is to 
' ſhake two or three Queſtions inſtead of one, and fo in- 
ſead of exactly ſtating the Point to be debated to obſcure 
nd confound it. 8 


But 
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If Presbyters are not intruſted to Ordain without the 


FFF e 
But Mr. A in the place referr'd to ( Serm. p. 31, 32.) 
not only brings the Power of Government into the State 
of the Queſtion, but ſufficiently explains himſelf, to mean 
thereby the ſole Power of Government: which is wilder 
ſtill. Whether the chief Power of Government (which, 
and no more, is often meant by the Power of Government 
indefinitely expreſs'd ) doth belong to common Presbyters, 
or to Perſons of an higher Order, 1s indeed a Queſtion 
between Presbyterians and Epiſcoparians in general, 
though 1t ought not be confounded with that concerning | 
the Power of Ordination. But about the ſole Power ot | 
Government, there 1s really no Queſtion ar all berween 
the ſaid Parties in their Generalities. I Queſtion whe- 
ther any Epiſcoparians aſcribe the ſole Power of Govern- | 
ment to Biſhops, unleſs when they uſe the Term Gvvern- | 
ment 1n a ſpecial Senſe; yea, I am perſwaded that none | 
of them do: and that they do it not generally I ſhall | 
ſhew in a diſtinct Section on that Head. © © 8 
And yet further, Mr. P. in the midſt of what he would 
have pals for giving an account of our Notion of the Epi- 
ſcopal Order, and ſtating the Queſtion exactly, runs riot 
upon the largeneſs of Dioceſes, as they now ſtand divided; 
and, for an Example inſtances in that moſt exorbitant one 
of London, as taking in our Colonies in both the 7udies. | 
Which is, as if one ſhould inſtance in London it ſelf, for 
a Pattern of Zxghſh Cities, or produce one of the moſt 
deform'd of our Females for a Pattern of Zng/jſh Women. 
This, I warrant you, is Scholarlike and fair. 
But this is not all. To make the matter, even as to 
the Zondon-Dioceſe, worſe than it really is, he ſays, bat 
the one Prelate is ſuppos'd to have the ſole Power (not of 
Ordination only, but) of Oraination and Government | 
therein. And when he is gone thus far from he Purpoſe 
(though, probably, not at all from 5 Purpoſe) we muſt 
give him leave to ſtand a little, and wonder at, and ex- 
claim againſt the Figure which he hath dreſs'd up for the | 
Epiſcopal Scheme, and to make Reflections on ſuch as he 
ſuppoſes to be in love with it. I would only ask, Whe- 
ther according to the Erudition of Diſſenting Academies, | 
it be Scholarlike to run into Declamation, while one is 


ſta - 


| CF 
.) Itating a ſerious Queſtion ; and particularly, to declaim 
UT Jagainit ſuppos'd or real Enormities, that are foreign to 
an the Queſtion : as certainly, the Largeneſs of this or 
er that, or the Generality of Dioceſes, as now limited, is to 
h, the preſent Queſtion, and indeed, to the Epiſcopal Scheme 
VE at large. ; | 
„ Well. At length Mr. P. concludes this Mockery of 
'1 Queſtion-ſtating with theſe Words, Serm. p. 32. Our 
l, Queſtion now is; Whether Chrift has himſelf, or by bis Apo- 
8 les, inſtituted one Office, which has the Power of Preach- 
f ing and Aaminiſtring the Sacraments without the Power 
ny of Ordaining and Governing; and another, wherein both 
Powers are veſted in the ſame Perſons. Or, whether in 
every Dioceſe there is only one Perſon, who has the Power 
e Ordination and Government, and that all otber Mini- 
& | /ters therein have not that Power. In which Words, in- 
1 \ ftead of ſtating one Queſtion, he preſents us with two, 
| | as any Body may ſee; with two, I ſay, both materially 
and ormally diſtinct, and ſo leaves it at laſt manifeſtly 
* 7 undetermin'd, what Queſtion he is going upon. Belides 
t that neither of them is the proper Queſtion diſtinctly ſta- 
ted, and the latter, which ſhould be the moſt exact, very 
remote from it; as by comparing them with the Premiſes 
may be evidently ſeen. 
"| Is not now the Confidence of the Man very ſurprizing, 
| who, after having been told of all theſe things in my Re- 
marks, not only juſtifies this his Procedure, Def. Part. 2. 
P. 4, F. but inſults both my ſelf, and that renowned Uni- 
|} verſity, where I had my Education, on account of my 
having tax d it as Unſcholarlike ? | 
That Univerſity, I hope, will long continue one of 
the Glories of this Ifland, and in a Condition to deſpiſe 
the Malice of ſuch Adverſaries, as would impute to the 
Body the Diſorders committed by private Members, though 
diſapprov d and proceeded againſt with all ſtatutable Se- 
verity by the Authority of it. I proceed therefore with 
my proper Buſineſs, and deſire it may be remembred, that 
2 preſent Queſtion, as I have before ſhewn, is properly 
this, + 4 | 


B Whe⸗ 
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Whether the Power of Ordination belongs of ordinary 
Right to common Presby ters, fo as not to require the Con- 
currence of any Miniſter of an Higher Order? = | 

The Affirmative of this Queſtion, however he confounds 
it afterwards under colour of ſtating it exactly, Mr. P. un- 
dertook to prove Serm. p. 23. and the fame, though not in 
theſe very Terms, in others to this effect, he 1nfer'd as 
prov'd Serm. p. 39. as I have already noted. The Ne- 
gative is what I have defended, and ſhall. Nor ſhall I con- | 
fine my ſelf ſtrictly to the Defenſive Part, but withal ſnew, 
in Confirmation of what I have advanc'd in my Remarks, 
wherein the main Strength of our fide of this Queſtion | 
lies, how firm it is, and how unſucceſsfully attack'd by 
my Adverſary. ; 

It would be too pedantick, and therefore I do not pro- 
poſe, in the Sequel, to expreſs the thing in Queſtion al- ! 
ways in the very Terms of the State of it now given, or 
in others equally full: but then I deſire always to be un- 
derſtood in Conformity thereto. Which Requeſt I hope 
- candid Reader will ſee cauſe to deny me in any In- 

ance. 


SBcr. II. 1 
Of Mr. P's firſt Argument, taken from the Government of | 
the Church of Jeruſalem by the Apoſtles. The firſt Brauch 
of my Anſwer to it vindicated. | 


The Queſtion being thus ſtated, I proceed to the Ar- 
guments produc'd, or rather ſuggeſted, by Mr. P. for the 
Affirmative. I ſay, rather ſuggeſied; becauſe, though, as 
I have ſhewn, he undertook to prove that the Power of 
Ordination belongs to all Presbyters, and drew his Con- 
eluſion accordingly, yet (as I obſerv'd in my Remarks, 
p. v.) be did not ſo much as propoſe one diſlinf? Head of | 
direct Proof. All that he ſaid of that kind came in by 
the by. If this were Scholarlike Procedure, I will yield 
Diſſenting Academies the Preference before our renowned 
Univerſities. | FED: 

'Tis like an Artiſt, however, that Def. Part. 2. p. 106. | 
he waves that and other Obſervations of mine in the ſame 
Page, which, I conceive, could nat be better anſwer'd. 
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Only, he might now have ſupplied the former Defect, and 
Have given us in his Defence a diſtin Collection of the 


politive Arguments, on which he chiefly would found his 


Concluſion. But fince it was not his Pleaſure, I muſt 


And I ſhall take care to 
The firſt that I find ſuggeſted is p. 34. of the Sermon. 


pick them out, as well as I can. 


do both him and them Juſtice. 


The ſame ( fo far as expreſs d by him) is fer down in Form 
in his Anſwer to The Invalidity, &c. Def. Part 1. p. 10. 
And an Argument it is mightily magnified by him. 
Sermon it ſtands thus, Fad Chrift defign'd his Apoſtles 
e ſhould be Officers in bis Church according to the Epiſcopal 
* Scheme, he ought to have appointed each of them to pre- 
. fide over ſorne one Church; for tis the ſtanding Maxim 


n the 


* of that Scheme, There can be but one Biſhop in one 


Church. M bereas no leſs than eleven, to whom pre- 
„ {ently after Chrifts Aſcenſion a twelfth was added, were 
f firſt conſtituted, and for ſome time remain d, the Ru- 
(c fers and Governors of 
em] © having all an equal Power and Authority. So that 


that Church | viz that of Jeruſa- 


„ the Apoſtles were evidently in therr ordinary Capacity 
3 © Presbyters, that is ſuch kind of Officers, as might be 


cc pore than one in one Church. 


In his Defence, where before quoted, Mr. P. ſtates this 


Argument Syllogiſtically, thus, 


&« Thoſe Officers who might be more than one in one ſingle 


In Church, were not Biſhops but Presbyters, 


cc The Apoſiles were Officers, who might be more than. 


et one in one ſingle Church. Therefore, &c. 


Here, he ſays, he uſes the Terms Zjſhops and Presby- 


ters in the Epiſcopal Dialect. And the Major, he ſays, 
is the ſtanding Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme; which 
# therefore he takes for granted. The Minor he proves thus, 


« T hoſe Officers, who might be more than one in the 


; * Church of Jeruſalem, might be more than one in one ſingle 
Church. 


&« The Apoſtles were Officers, who might be more than 


1 te one in the Church of Jeruſalem. Therefore, &c. 


The immediate Concluſion of this Argument we ſee is, 
that the Apoſtles were not Biſhops, but Presbyters; that 
+ 18 
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is were in their p or ſtanding Ua no more 
than Presbyters. And if ſo, it muſt be granted that there 
are no Church - Officers ſuperiour to Presbyters, and con- 
ſequently, that the Power of Ordination belongs to all 
Presbyters. 

To this Argument, as it ſtands in the Sermon, I gave 
an Anſwer in three Parts or Branches, Rem. p. 33, 34- 

In the firſt place I denied it to be a ſtanding Maxim o 
| the Epiſcopal Scheme, That there can be but one F:ſhop in 
[| one Church. And this, notwitſtanding Mr. P's Exulta- 
1 tion upon this Occaſion (Def. Part. 2. p. 33. 39.) 1 425 
11 ſtill. I own, and fo I did expreſly before, that the chief! 
11 Government of each particular Church ought ordinarily to 
i be in a ſingle Biſhop. But, That there can be but one Biſhop 
1 in one Church, or, T hat there cannot be (i. e. that it is im- 
| pollible there ſhould be ) a Pluraliy of Biſhops governing 
= one Church in Parity, This is what I deny to be a ſtand- 
ul ing Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme. And that it is not 
| ſo, I am apt to think may be ſufficiently evinc'd by the 
C | following Caſe. : | 
| | Suppoſe, that by the Conſtitution of any National 
| Church there were ſeveral Suffragan Biſhops to every 
1 Dioceſan, and it were provided, That, upon the Vacancy: 
| of any Epiſcopal See, the Government of the ſame ſhould. 
deyolve upon the Suffragans, to be by them adminiſtred in 
Parity, till the See might conveniently be fill'd again in 
[ the ordinary Form. I deſire only it may be contider'd, 
whether a Man is bound by the Epiſcopal Scheme to ſay, 
either chat this is an impoſſible Suppoſition, or, that, if 
it were reduc'd to Fact, there would not be a Plurality 
| of Biſhops governing one Church in Parity. If he is not, 
tis plain that tis no ſtanding Maxim of that Scheme, in 
| | the Senſe by me denied, 7 har there can be but one Biſhop 
1 in one Church. | 9 55 898 
1 But Mr. P. thinks he can prove that it is, to my great 
Shame and Reproach. And yet tis obſervable, what ap- 
pears at firſt view, that, among all his Quotations to this 
end, this pretended Maxim doth not appear once laid 
down 1n expreſs Terms, either as a Maxim, or as a Truth, 
by any of the Epiſcopal Writers quoted. He hath nor 
| 2 15 pro- 
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produc d one, who hath theſe Words, There can be But one 


 Bhop in one Church, or any other of the ſame direct Im- 


portance. And is it likely that that ſhould be a ſtandin 


Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme, which Mr. P. with all 


his Reading in this Controverſy, could not find expreſsly 
aſſerted by any one Epiſcopal Author? I will, however, 
conſider his Allegations more particularly, as we find them 


De /. Part 2. p. 34 10 39. He mentions no elder Author 
nz” than Dr. Hammond; who, though a very learned and 


good Man, 1s well known' to have advanc'd new Notions 


in Matters relating to this Controverſy. And true it is, 


that he is for reducing the whole Controverſy, between 


' Epiſcoparians and Presbyterians, to this Point, #/hether 
Ey the [uſlitution of Chriſt and his Apoſtles the Government 


of each Church was aſſigu d to one Chief, or ſeveral Equals. 
But what then? As Mr. P. who takes the contrary Part 
to Dr. Hammond, will yet allow it poſſible for a particu- 
lar Church to be govern'd in Chief by one Presbyter; fo 
the Doctor might allow it poſlible for a particular Church 
to be govern'd by ſeveral Biſhops in Parity, notwithſtand- 


ing he held it diſagreeable to the original Inſtitution. 


If it be ſaid, that, by reſolving the Controverſy into 
this Point, and by ſeveral particular Expreſſions, he ſeems 
to ſuppoſe, that 7 be a Hifhop is the ſame thing as zo be 
the ſingle Governor of a Church; J anſwer, he doth but 
ſeem ſo, or elſe he contradicts not only the general Senſe 


of Epiſcoparians, but his own Declarations in particular. 


For, as 'tis well known, that, according to the general 
Epiſcopal Principles, a Perſon may be a Biſhop, 2. e. of 
the Epiſcopal Order, and yet not have the Government 
of any particular Church; ſo Dr. Hammond himſelf in 
thoſe very Diflertations, from which and the Epiſtle Pre- 
fatory to them Mr. P. takes all his Quotations, allows and 
contends that ſome of the Chorepiſcopi of the ancient 


Church were of the Order of Biſhops. D/7. 3. c. 8. $. 25, &c. 


And in his Vindication of thoſe Diſſertations againſt the 
Allemblers Chap. 1. Secr. 5. he hath theſe Words, Nay 
feurthly, we Aub, that although by Canons of the Church 
there is Proviſion made upon prudential Conſiderations, that 
no Man ſhall be made a Biſhop fine titulo, without a Title 


or 
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or particular See, to which he is aſſien d, yet before thoſe || 


Canons forbad it ſuch Biſhops there were, and thoſe never | 
doubted to be properly Biſhops, though they were not affixt | 


o any Dioceſe. See allo the laſt Section of that his Vin- 
dication, where he inſiſts that the Chorepiſcopi were true 


Biſhops, though under the City-Biſhops. It plainly ap- 


pears therefore, that 20 be a Bſbop-was not in Dr. Hs No- 


tion (if he agree with himſelf ) the ſame thing as zo be the | 


ſingle Governor of a Cburch. And one can hardly forbear 
making this farther Remark here, that he who thought 1t 


conſiſtent for a Biſhop to govern in Subordination to an- 


other could not, ſure, thiak it inconſiſtent for a Biſhop to 


govern in Parity with others. 5 55 

Mr. P's next Author is Bp. Beveridge, who in the Words 
quoted from him doth no more than ſtate the Controverſy 
in the ſame manner, as Dr. Hammond did. Which, as 
hath been feen, doth not amount to the Say ing, hat there 


can be but one Biſhop in one Church. And what Mr. P. 


further tells us of him, without Quotation, is no more to 
the Purpoſe. | 

Bp. Pearſon, as cited by Mr. P. reports the Ancients in 
their Interpretation of Phil. 1. 1. to ſuppoſe, what the 
Bithop doth not allow himſelf, uod in una civitate unus 
tantum eſſet epiſcopus, which Mr. P. renders, that there 


could be but oue Biſhop in one City; as if eſſet were the 


lame as pet eſſe: which is, to ſay no worle of it, a very 
precarious Suppoſition. Neither Bp. Pearſon, nor the 
Ancients by his Report, appear to have gone upon any 
higher Principle, than, what I readily embrace, vis. that 
the Apoſtles ſettled but one Biſhop in one City, or however, 


zn one Church. 
As for Mr. Dodwell, however he may repreſent it as 


Hereſy to place ſeveral Perſons at the Head of one Church, 


Mr. Y. doth not tell us where he ſays, there can be but one. 
And if it may be infer'd that that was his Opinion, who 
was ſingular in many of his Notions, it may be far enough 
{till from being a ſtanding Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme. 
The Bp. of Oxford is truly quoted by Mr. P. as ſaying, 
that this Rule was held ſacred in all Ages, that in one City 
there ſhould only be one Biſhop or chief Paſtor. Burt, wn 
| cre 
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chere could be no more than one Biſhop in one City, he 


doth not ſay was any Rule or Maxim. How could he, 
who certainly held that the Apoſtles were Biſhops, and 
yet govern'd the Church of Jeruſalem for ſome time wih 
a joynt Authority? C. Gov. p. 106, 107. e 

The laſt Author, whoſe Words Mr. P. thinks fit to give 


us upon this Occaſion is Dr. Barrow: who indeed calls it 
a fundamental Rale of the Church, neceſſary for preſerving 


Peace and Oraer therein, that but one U ſbop ſhould be in 


one Church. But thoſe very Expreſſions argue, that he 
did not think the Obſervance of that Rule neceſſary to the 
being of a Church, or that for more than one Biſhop to 
be in one Church was a thing impoſſible. So when, in 
his Treatiſe of the Pope's Supremacy, he tells us how ir- 
regular and unfit it was deemed by the Antients for 7100 
> Biſhops to preſide in one City, how it was condemn'd by the 
= Synod of Ace, and by ſeveral Popes, adding his own 


Judgment that it was condermn'd with good reaſon; in all 


this the thing condemn'd is ſupposd to be poſſible. 
Dr. ZBarrow's ſtrongeſt Expreſſions are, where he ſays, 
that the preſiding of two Biſhops in one city would be 
on the Church's part a kind of ſpiritual Polygamy, and ren- 


der it a Monſ/ler with tuo Heads. But neither of theſe 


amount to ſaying, that the thing is impoſſible. Be- 


! ſides that he did probably mean this of two Biſhops pre- 


| ſiding, each of them by himſelf over the ſame Church, 
whereas I ſpoke of a Plurality governing in the Nature 
of a Council or Senate: which is a mighty different Caſe. 


Beſides the forementioned Authors, Mr. P. ſays he might 


cite Bp. Burnet, but chuſes only to refer to p. 306, 349, 
350. of his Yindication of the Church of Scotland, and 
P. 13. of the Appendix thereto. All which Places I have 
conſulted, but find nothing more to Mr. P's Purpoſe, than 
where he ſays p. 350. And from all this it was clear, that 
* there might be but one Biſhop in a City, As to which alſo, 
from his Premiſes to that Concluſion it appears to be his 
3 Meaning, that in ancient Times that was the general or 
ordinary Rule ; from which however upon extraordinary 

Occaſions there was a Variation, ſo as to be more than 


one Biſhop not only in one City, but in one Church 7 
1 18 
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his Inſtances ſhew. Of which more anon. Mr.'P. was 
certainly in the right, rather to refer to theſe Places, than 
to cite the Words: but he had been much more in the 
right not to have mention d them at all; ſince they are 

rtly not for, and partly againſt him. | 
Thus have I conlider'd all the Authors, which Mr. P. 
hath particularly mention d upon this Occaſion, and found 
them very deficient as to proving, that it is a ſtanding 
Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme, that there can be but one 
Biſhop in one Church, or, that there cannot (i. e. that it 
is impoſſible) there ſhould be ſeveral Biſhops governing 
one Church in Parity. 

But Mr. P. ſays Def. Part 2. p. 39. that this Maxim is 
fo perpetual in the ancient Writers, in whoſe Authority 
this Gentleman | who is his humble Servant] /o much va- 
pours, that it looks as though he himſelf had very little 
knowledge of thoſe very Authors, he would have us admit 
into our Rule. As to the Admiſhon of the Fathers into 
our Rule, I ſhall ſpeak in proper Place. And as to my 
Acquaintance with them Mr. P. may conjecture as he 

leaſes. I ſhall only ſay, that if he were to make out 
bh Quotations of their own Words, which of the Fathers 
held the pretended Maxim 1n the Senſe by me denied, it 
would appear who Yapours. I allow many of thoſe an- 
cient Writers to have expreſs'd themſelves to this Purpoſe, 
T hat by the ordinary Rule every Church ought to be govern'd 
in chief by a ſingle Biſhop, and, T hat there can be but one 
Biſhop in one Church, as the Biſhop of it. But I deny that 
many of them, and I believe that none, can be found by 
fair Interpretation to have declar'd themſel ves of Opinion, 
that it is impoſſible ſeveral Biſhops ſhould govern one 
Church in Parity, or even, that it is unlawful for them 
to do it upon any Occaſion, though it be but for a time. 

Mr. P. Def. Part 2. p. 40. is pleas d to repreſent me as 
holding, that the chief Goverament ought ordinarily to 
be in a ſingle Biſhop, upon account of the Preſcription of 
a Monarchical Form of Church- Government, and yet not 
holding this deducible from the Notion of a Church or 
a Biſhop, as tbe ones ſigniſios a Monarchy, and the other a 
Monarch, But this is groſsly to miſrepreſent me. F * 

une 
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e Words, As the one ſignifies, &c. are entirely his owns 
d as entirely contrary ro my Senſe. I abſolutely deny 
to be eſſential to a Church to be a Monarchy (as to its 
ilible Government) or to a Biſhop to be a Monarch: and 
Ie deny either to be ſo in the general Senſe of Epiſcopa- 
jans. Nay, tis notoriouſly their general Senſe, that it is 
Hot eſſential to a Biſhop to be a Monarch or ſingle Chief 
Governor of a Church : nothing being more common 
With them than to diſtinguiſh between the Order of a 
Biſhop, and his Relation to a particular Church, and to 
afticm, that a Biſhop may be depriv'd of his Dioceſe with- 
ut loſing his Order, and that there have been Biſhops 
ho were not Chief Governors of any Churches. And, 
2 zs to that other Queition, /hether it be eſſential to a 
iy "Church to be a Monarchy? None of thoſe Epiſcoparians, 
a who think there were Churches (though not fully con- 
e ſtituted) before there were ſingle Biſhops at the Head of 
ut them; none of thoſe, who hold the Churches to ſubſiſt 
o Tthough in an imperfect State) during the Vacancies of 
Ny their reſpective Epiſcopal Chairs; and none of thoſe who 
he hold the Ca/vinian Churches abroad to be Churches, though 
ut J-regular ones; none of theſe, I ſay, can hold it eſſential 
IS. to a Church, (though they may to the Regularity of one) 
it to be monarchically govern'd. And, certainly, theſe, 
n- taking all ſorts together, are too many to have the gene- 
ral Senſe of Epiſcoparians go againſt them. I wonder 
Mr. P. cannot or will not lee, that there may be a Pre- 
ſeription for a monarchical Form of Church-Government, 
and yet that Form, 7. e. the Actuality of it, not be eſſen- 
Y tial to a Church. Government by a ſingle Biſhop may 
n, be preſcribd ; and yet it may be poſſible, and even law- 
le ful upon ſome Occaſions, for a Plurality to govern one 
m Church in Parity, for a time. . 
3 That it is not impoſlible is all that I am in ſtrictneſs 
iS concern'd for, in this Branch of wy Anſwer to Mr. P's 
o Argument. For, though I went further in my Remarks, 
H. 33- and ſaid, 7 bat it may be own'd without any Damage 
zo the ae gu Scheme, that there may be lawfully, upon 
ſome ſpecial and urgent Occaſim, a Plurality of Biſhops, 


vas 
an 
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of a Council or Eccleſiaſtical Senate; I ſaid not this out of 
any Exigency of my Cauſe, but in a frank way of ſpeak- 
ing my Judgment. For if it be but poſſible, though not 
lawlul zow upon any Emergency, that Illegality might 
ariſe from a Rule given by the Apoltles for ordinary 
Biſhops, after the time that they themſelves 82 the 
Church of Jeruſalem together, and the Reaſon whereot 
might not involve their Caſe: as under the ſecond Branch 
of my Anſwer ſhall be more fully explain d. 

It remains ſtill, however, my undoubted Perſwaſion, 
that it is even now lawful, upon urgent Occaſion, for 
ſeveral Biſhops to govera one Church in Parny for a time. 
Nor do I yet know that this is denied by any Epiſcopa- 
rian; notwithſtanding that Mr. P. ( Def. Part 2. p. 40.) 
boaſts of his having help'd me to that Knowledge, and 
concludes me not much vers'd in the Writers of my own | 
Side, becauſe I had it not before. I knew very well be- 
fore that Epiſcopal Writers are wont to expreſs themſelves | 
after this manner, That the monarchical Form of particular | 
Charch-Government is of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, and that | 
therefore here ought lo be but one Biſhop in one Church, un- 
leſs in Subordination to one Chief: But that ſuch their 
Sayings are to be ſo rigorouſly interpreted, as to admit of 
no tacit Limitation or Exception for Caſes of Necellity ; } 

this I do not yet know or believe. | 

It is ſo common for practical Rules to be laid down in 
general Terms, and yet to admit of Exceptions, and ſo 
reaſonable in the general to underſtand all Rules of po- 
ſitive Inſtitution with an Exception for Caſes of Neceſſity, 
that an Author's laying down ſuch a Rule in general 
'Terms doth not at all convince me, that he intended to 
preclude any ſuch Exception. Unleſs ſuch Intention be | 
expreſsly declar'd, or by ſpecial Circumſtances very plain- 
ly intimated, the Equity of Interpretation leads me not 
to ſuppoſe it. And none of the Authors quoted by Mr. P. 
have made mention of a Caſe of Neceſſity, and declar d the 
Rule of but one Biſhop in one Church to be inviolable in 
that. Had they been to have declar'd their Opinion in 
1uch a Caſe, I doubt not but moſt, if not all of them, 
would have appear'd to haye been in my e 
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I doubt not but they would have allow'd it to be a law- 
Ful, as well as pollible, Conſtitution, which- ſhould pro- 
ide, that upon the Vacancy of any Dioceſan See the Suf- 
fragans to that See (if ſuch there were) or the three next 
neighbouring Biſhops ſhould take upon them the Govern- 
ment of ſuch Church with equal Authority, till the See 
ſhould be again regularly fill'd. I ſhould not fear to ap- 
peal in this Caſe to any ſtared or caſual Aflembly of Epi- 
copal Divines. 
But I do not intend to reſt this Matter ſo. I ſhall 
ew by expreſs Teſtimonies, that tis no ſtanding, 7.e. uni- 
verſal or neceſſary Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme, ei- 
ther, That there cannot poſſibly, or, That there may not 
lawfully, for urgent Cauſe, be more than one Biſhop in one 
Church. And this I ſhall do the rather, becauſe Mr. P. 
lays Def. Part 2. p. 39. that he ſhould be glad, if 7 would 
be pleas'd to- produce thoſe, who are my warrant for deny- 
ling that to be, which he ſays is a Maxim of the Epiſco- 
pal Scheme. For as far as I have denied it, I will now 
produce my warrant, | 

Belides then that I have not met with this Maxim (as 
tis by me denied) in any Epiſcopal Writers equitably in- 
Frerprered ; Beſides that there is nothing in the Notion of 
the Epiſcopal Order, or of a Church, to make it incon- 
ſiſtent for ſeveral of that Order ro govern one Church in 
Parity; And beſides that 'tis a general Rule, that Laws 
of poſitive Inſtitution (ſuch as that of bur one om in 
ll City or Church) are not to be taken in the utmolt ri. 
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gour: Beſides theſe things, I ſay, I was further encou- 
rag'd to advance what I did in Oppoſition to the pre- 
tended Maxim by the Authorities following. 

The famous Archbiſhop of Hpalato in his Book De Rep. 
| Eceleſ. l. 2.c. 3. F. 60. ſpeaks of a Time antequam Apoſtolt 
ipſi opportunum cenſuerunt, ut in unaquague eccleſta non 
nuiſi unicus prœe ſſet proprie epiſcopas, . the Apoſtles 
thong ht fit, that but one Biſhop properly ſo call d ſbould pre- 
ide in each Church. Again g. ſeq. he ſays, Plures non modo 
Presbyteros, ſed etiam Epiſcopos, cadem Eccleſia habere 
Polerat, qui ſimul & in ſolidum illam regerent. One 
$ Church might have not only ſeveral Presbyters, but fron [ 
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Biſhops alſo, jointly governing the whole, Nor did this very 
learned Epiſcoparian think the contrary Rule oblig'd with 
out Exception, after it was ſettled. Neue fuit (ſaith he 
ibid. c. 9. F. 14.) tauta rehgio priſcis illis ſanct᷑is epiſcopi 
ſocium ſibi interdum aſciſcere aliquem ex ſuarum eccleſia 
rum presbyteris, qui & ipſe, tum juriſdiftione & ordine 
uſugue pleno epiſcopalis proprie poteſlatrs, tum etiam nomine 
in cadem eccleſia ſimul eſæt & diceretur Epiſcopus. No 
did thoſe ancient holy Biſhops think it unlawful, ſometimei 
jo take to them a Partner out of the Presbyters of the: 
Churches, who ſhould be both by JuriſditTion and Order, anc 
the full Uſe of the proper Epiſcopal Power, and by Appellation 
alſo, a joint A ſbop in the ſame Church. And 'us remark 
able what the tame Author ſays of the Eighth Aicene Ca 
non, J. 3. c.3.$.65. Nicenus vero Canon, ut Eccleſia) 
praxis illum explicat, & patebit ex ſequentibus, excluditi 
duos epiſcopos inter ſe diviſos, cum plebis etiam diviſione; 
non autem duos in ſolidum & magna charitate conjunttos,) 
O in uno eodemqgue regimine amice copulatos. The Nicenc 
Canon, (namely the 8h, which diſapproves of two Biſhops 
in one City) as the Practice of the Church explains it, and 
will appear by the Sequel, excludes 1wo Biſhops from ons 
another, with a Diviſion of the People alſo; but not twi 
united with great Charity, and lovingly coupled together in 
one and the ſame entire Government, 

The learned Mr. Bing bam is another Epiſcopal Author, 
by whom I was confirm'd in my Sentiments about the 
Rule of but Oxe Biſhop in one Church or City. He in his 
Autiguiltes of the Chriſtian Church, Book 2. hath a Chapter! 
about it, 78. the 13h: where having c{tabliſh'd the Rule! 
in the general, in the Firſt Section, he begins the Second 
thus, Zet it muſt be obſeru'd, that as the great End and 
Deſign of this Rule was to prevent Schiſm, and preſerve 
the Peace and Unity of the Church: ſo on tbe other hand, 
when it manifeſtly appear'd, that the allowing of tuo Biſhops! 
in one City, in ſome certain Circumſlances and critical qun- 
(7ures, was the only way to put an End to ſome long and in- 
vererate Schiſm; in that Caſe there were ſome Catholick! 
Biſhops, who were willing to take a Partner into their! 
{ brane, and ſhare the Epiſcopal Power and Dignity be- 
Eels nt B64 tween) 
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very Z1wcen them: And then he inſtances in the Propoſals made 
ith by Meletius to Paulinus, and by the Catholicks to the Do- 
1 he natiſts at the Conference at Curthage. Of both which I 
oi Thall give the Reader a brief Account. a 
. The Orthodox Chriſtians of Autioch, being unhappily 
divided between Meletius, who was own'd for their 
Biſhop by the greater Part, and Pauliuus who was ſet up 
againſt him by the reſt: 7 heodoret reports (Zccl. Hiſt. 
5. c. 3.) that Meletius made Paulinus a Propolal to this 
effect, viz. To joyn their Flocks, and govern them in 
common during both their Lives; the Survivor to go- 
vern alone in the ordinary Form. For which Propoſal 
Meletius is higly applauded by 7 heodoret. And though 
he ſays Paulinus rejected it, tis certain they did at length 
come to an Agreement : by which they were both to be 
Biſhops in Antioch during their joint Lives, and the Sur- 
vivor to be ſole Biſhop there. But whether their Flocks 
were to be govern'd by them jointly as one Church, or 
ſeparately as Silter-Churches, though I think the former 
more probable, I dare not poſitively lay. 'Tis plain however, 
that 7 heodoret, and if we may credit him Meletius, thought 
it not only poſlible, but lawful, yea, and commendable, 
upon urgent Occalion, for two Bilhops to join in the Go- 
vernment of one Church. „ 
The like Propoſal was made by the Catholick Biſhops, 
or in their Conference with the Donatiſts at Charthage. I 
he {hall relate it in Dr. Burnet's Words, Hind. of the Cb. of 
ni Scotland, p. 349. one of thoſe very Pages to which Mr. . 
el was pleas'd to refer me for a contrary Purpoſe. Having 
le mention'd the Agreement between Meletius and Paulinus, 
id he proceeds thus, S St. Auguſtin, and the African Aſbaps 
dy with bim, offered to the Donaliſts, that, would they agree 
ro with them, theſe ſchiſmatical Biſhops ſhould be continued as 
4, conjunct Hiſbops with thiſe already ſeitled, in thoſe Sees 
pl Where they lib d. | 31; 
- And now the Reader may judge how truly Mr. P. Def. 
Part 2. p. 39. with a grand Air et me know, that in ibe 
Judgment of all that underſtand the Controverſy, I have 
18 groen it up; whether he has not diſcover'd his own Igno- 
„france, or Inconſideration, or Reſentment, rather than my 


Ig- 
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Ignorance on this Occaſion; and upon how weak groun 
he charges me, p. 40. with abandoning the Epiſcopal Scheme, 
as it. hath been conſtantly maintain a hitherto by the moſt 
tearned Advocates for it. Wherein have I done this? Is 
it becauſe I affirm it poſſible for ſeveral Biſhops to govern 
one Church in Parity? He hath not produced one learned 
Epiſcoparian denying that; unleſs, perhaps, Mr. Dodell 
by a Conſequence, and not expreſsly. Is it becauſe I do 
not hold, that each particular Church ought to be go- 
vern'd in Chief by a ſingle Biſhop? But that I do hold for 
the ordinary Rule, and declard ſo in my Remarks, and 
that that Rule, in all Probability, had no lower Riſe than 
the Apoſtolical Settlement of Churches. Is it then be- 
cauſe I acknowledge that there may lawfully, even now 
upon urgent Occaſion, be ſeveral Biſhops governing joint- 
ly in one Church ? Bur I have produc'd learned Advo- 
cates for Epiſcopacy, agreeing with me in that. Nor doth 
it appear but that the generality of them may have been, 
and be (what I little doubt of) of the ſame Mind. And, 
however, tis a Point of no Moment to the Controverſy 
between Epiſcoparians and Diſſenters. Particularly, the 
Opinion which I have ond in this regard is not in the 
leaſt wife diſadvantageous, that I can ſee, to the Epiſco- 
pal Cauſe. 
And as I have not abandon'd the Epiſcopal Scheme, 
that cannot be true which Mr. P. affirms, p. 40. that 7 
plainly diſcover the Reaſon why 1 abandon it, viz. becauſe 
could not get over the force of bis Argument, to which 
in the foregoing Page he ſuppoſes me hereby to have made 
a Compliment, which yet he thinks ig no more than it's 
aue. The Truth is, my Perſwaſion, ſince I had any, in 
relation to the Rule or Maxim of But one Biſhop in one 
Church, hath been always the ſame as now declar d; and 
was taken up by me, long before I was appriz'd of any 
ſuch Argument us d againſt Epiſcopacy, as that under pre- 
fent Conſideration : which, though highly magnified by 
Mr. . I have ever look d upon as a Trifle, ſince 1 firſt met 
with it in his Controverſy with Dr. Wells. Few Words 
would have ſuffic d in Anſwer to it, had not his Way of 
managing it, and his Uſage of me, made it proper, if not 
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eceffary to conſider the Opinions of other Men, as well 
the Truth of Things, and to vindicate my ſelf from the 
mputations he endeavours to fix upon me, with relation 
o this firſt Branch of my Anſwer. 
In ſhort; If there be nothing in the Notion of the 
piſcopal Order, as that is taken for a ſtanding Order of 
iniſters ſuperiour to mere Presbyters, or in the Notion 
pf a Church (according to Scripture Uſage) by reaſon 
hereof it is, and ever was, inconſiſtent, or impoſſible, 
or one Church, to be govern'd by ſeveral of the Epiſco- 
pal Order in Parity; then the Apoſtles might fo govern 
he Church of 7Zeruſalem for a time, and yet be of that 
Order. Now Mr. P. hath not made out any ſuch Incon- 
ſtency, and ſcarce made any Attempt towards it: and, I 
ruſt, I have made it ſufficiently appear that there is none, 
znd withal clear d my ſelf from his Aſperſions. 
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be Second and Third Branches of my Anſwer to the fare. 


faid Argument vindicated: and the Weakneſs of that 
| boaſted Argument ſhewn. | 


The Second Branch of my Anſwer to Mr. P's mighty 
Argument was, 7 hat though the Apoſtles were Biſhops in 
zur preſent Senſe, they were not ordinary Biſhops, but bad 

ill a ſuperiour Character, and extraordinary Gifts of the 
oly Ghoſt ; on which account it was not reaſonable, tbat 
1H thoſe Rules and Maxims ſhould take place as to them, 
hich were fit to be eflabliſh'd for their Succeſſors, the or- 
zinary Biſhops in After-ages. The Conliſtency or Poſſi- 
ility of one Church's being govern'd by ſeveral Biſhops - 
n Parity being now ſupppos d, this Part of my Anſwer 
vas intended to remove any Improbability that might be 
magin d, in ſuppoſing that the Church of Feruſalem was 
In fact ſo govern'd at firſt; while yet we pretend, that 
t was a Rule eſtabilſh'd with mas Reaſon afterwards, 
"7 0 each Church ſhould be govern'd in Chief by a ſingle 
5% op. 
Now, what I alledg'd is certainly ſufficient to ſhew in 


ne general, that it js not at all improbable, that ſuch mm 
| an 
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and Maxims ſhould be eſtabliſh'd in relation to the ordiz 
nary Biſhops of After-ages, the Reaſon of which did ne 
take place in relation to the Apoſtles; though they were 
of the Epiſcopal Order. And if there be any thing pats 
ticular in the Caſe of this Rule of but One PBiſhopamam 
Church, by reaſon whereof it ought to have taken place 
in the Perſons of the Apoſtles as well as others, if they 
were of the Order of Biſhops, as I know of no ſuch Par 
ticularity, it will be time enough to conſider what may 
be pretended as ſuch, when I find it alledg'd. 

I proceed therefore to the Exceptions, which Mr. J. 
makes, Def. Part 2. p. 41, 42. to this Paſſage of my Re 
marks. And firſt he ſays f claſhes with my way of ar- 
guing concerning Timothy and Titus. But 1f, This is no 
Fault at all, that is, it makes no Defect in the prefent Rea 
ſoning, unleſs my Way of arguing concerning Timothy 
and Zitus be good; which Mr. P. will not allow. 20, There 
is indeed no claſhing. For as here I argue, that thoug 
the Apoſtles were Biſhops, their ſtill ſuperiour Character 
and extraordinary Gifts, might well exempt them fron 
ſome of the Rules fit to be made for ordinary Biſhops, ſc 
I never denied the like of Timothy and Titus; thoug 
their ſtill ſuperiour Character, and extraordinary Gifts, be 
not ſo unqueſtionable, and certainly were not ſo great, a 
thoſe of the Apoſtles. 

And whereas I argu'd concerning Timothy and Titus 
that notwithſtanding their extraordinary Gifts, they were 
to paſs for Precedents to the Purpoſe then in hand, il 
good reaſon ſhall appear to the contrary (which Limitatiot 
I expreſsly mention'd, Rem. p. 30. the Place refer'd to b 
Mr. P.) ſo I have not denied that the Apoſtles were to 
Paſs for Precedents, in any reſpect, under the like Limita 
tion. All that I argue for now 1s, that the Apoſtles might 
very well be Biſhops, or rather (to ſpeak more plainly 
might have Biſhops for their Succeſſors in a Superiority 
to mere Presbyters, though they themſelves were not con 
find to all the ſame Rules in the Exerciſe of their Epiſco 
pal Powers, which were deſign'd for ordinary Biſhops. And 
this ſure is very plain from the Conſideration of their fil 
ſuperiour Character, and extraordinary Gifts. * wh 
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di- ould Mr. P. ſay 1 would ſhuffle off his Argument for 
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Ariſtocratical Church- Government with this Conſidera- 
jon, when I did not offer it as more than Part of an An- 
wer to any Argument of his. 25 

But he further ſays, and objects as another Fault in this 
Part of my Anſwer, that what 7 alledge makes directly 
againſt me. Now, tis certain, that it makes directly for 
the Apoſtles Exemption from ordinary Rules, in their ge- 
neral Nature, as ſuch; and that was the Purpoſe for which 
I alledg'd it. But, perhaps, it may make againſt their 


1 arr from this particular Rule of But one Biſhop in 


one Church. And to that Purpoſe it is that Mr. P. argues. 


F For (faith he) F Chrift did not a ; Kms a monarchical Form 


of Government in his Church, when by reaſon of thoſe ex- 


"| zraordinary Gifts there were ſo many, out of whom he might 
Have choſen one fit to be intruſted with it; we have much 
s reaſon to imagine, he deſien'd to appoint that Form of 
"SUE Government in After-times, when by reaſon of the ceaſing 
If of thoſe Gifts, it would be much more dangerous; and ſs 
on we ſee it actually prov'd, when his inſtitution was alter a. 


To this I an{wer Firſt, that the preſent Queſtion is not 
about the Form of Church-Government, but about the 


ſtanding Orders of Miniſters ; and that ſuppoſing the Go- 
© verment of the Church of Jeruſalem, by the Apoſtles to- 


gether, to infer an Inſtitution of the Ariſtocratical Form 
of Government, it would {till be far from proving that 


ri the Governors muſt be mere Presbyters ; ſince the Apo- 
ſtles were certainly more. | 


But I anſwer further, that our Saviour did not in his 


own Perſon inſtitute any Form of Government for par- 
: toy ticular Churches, as far as appears. He did not ſay a Word 


to his Apoſtles, that we find, about governing the Church 


of Feruſalem in particular, and was ſo far from fixing 
y of them there, that on the contrary he charg'd them to 
go into all the world, and preach the goſpel to every creature. 
Mark 16. 15. Nor were the Apoltles Governors of the 
Church of Jeruſalem at any time any otherwiſe, than as 


they were Governors of eyery other Church, where they 
afterwards came. Wherever there were ſeveral of them 
together, they were all Governors, equal among mow 

ELVES 
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together. But, on the contrary, as tis generally agreed 


ſal. By which my meaning was, that they had not the 


- 


: Ly. 
ſelves, and ſuperiour to all others; and where there was 
but one, he was a ſingle Chief Governor. So that our Sa- 
viour did really make every one of them potentially a Mo- 
narch, or Chick Governor in his own Perſon, Nor did 
their extraordinary Gifts adminiſter any Cauſe, why they 
ſhould not be equal among themſelves, while they were 


that one principal Deſign of the monarchical Form of 
Church-Government was the Prevention of Schitm ; 1a 
tis evident there was not ſo much Danger of that from the 
equal Authority of Perſons fo extraordinary endow'd with! 
the H. Ghoſt, as were the Apoſtles, as from the equal Au- 
thority of ordinary Governors in the fame Church. And 
therefore my Allegation of the extraordinary Gifts of the 
Apoltles, in the Pallage under conſideration, makes not 
againſt but for me. That the Miſchiefs which have been 
occalion'd by the monarchical Form of Government in 
articular Churches have been greater, than would have 
Xen occalion d by the Ariſtocratical, if that had been at 
firſt ſetiled and continu'd, Mr. P. is not wile enough to 
know, however he may be bold enough to ſay. Doubt- 
leſs, Power under any Form was ſafer in the Hands of the 
Apoſtles, than of ordinary Miniſters, | 
To compleat my Anſwer to the Argument under pre- 
ſent Conlideration, I ſaid, 3% Rem. p. 34. that rt doth not 
appear, nor is ut probable, that the Apoſiles ever had the Go- 
verument of the Church of ſeruſalem with equal Power, 
as that was a particular Church diſlin&# from the univer- 


Government of it by any ſpecial Commiſſion, or peculiar 
Deſignation to the Office of governing there; but only 
in virtue of their general Commiſſion, whereby they were 
Governors of the Church Univerſal, and had as good Au- 
thority to govern any other particular Church as that. 
At firſt, probably, there was not any Government ſettled 
for the Church of Jeruſalem in particular; as there was 
no need of any ſuch, while the general Governors of the 
Church Catholick tarried in that City. And when there 
was, it doth not appear, that it was Ariſtocratical. Now, 
the Rule or Maxim of Hut one Biſhop in one Church relates 

& Ml 
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a · o the particular Government of particular Churches, and 
o-Inot, either to the common Government of the Church 
1d niverſal, or to the occaſional Goverment of particular 
© EChurches, by an Authority paramount to that of particu- 


rear Governors. And therefore the Apoſtles might be in 
2 a ſtanding Capacity of the Order now call'd Epiſcopal, and 
0 a 


et, for a time, jointly and equally govern the Church of 
eruſalem by virtue of their general Authority, without 
any Contradiction to, or Deviation from, the ſaid Maxim 
thor Rule, and without ſuppoſing the particular Govern- 
U-Wment of that Church to have been ever ſettled in the Ari- 
ad ſtocra ical Form. 
ne This is the the effect of the third Branch of my An- 
otBfwer. To which Mr. P. replies in four Particulars. And 
en firſt he queries, Whether the Charch of Jeruſalem was not 
in Ba particular Church? And if it was, he thinks that enough 
Ve for his Purpoſe; and we have therein a Platform, ſaith he, 
al ¶ For the Government of other particular Churches, when they 
o came to be form'd. Def. Part 2. p. 42. But that which I 
t- Fay is, that it appears not, that the Apoſtles were Gover- 
ie nors of the Church of Jeruſalem in Parity, as it was a 
particular Church, 7. e. by virtue of any Authority they 
e- had in that more than, or different from, what they had 
of in any other Church, but in virtue of their general Au- 
& thority over the whole Catholick Church. And there is 
„Ino Reaſon to ſuppoſe the Church of Feruſalzm, as go- 
7- Evern'd by the general Authority of the Church Catholick, 
1 before any particular Government was ſettled for it, or by 


ar Fan Authority paramount to that of particular Governors, 
Ito be intended as a Platform for the particular Govern- 
re ment of other Churches, when they came to be formd. 
- The ſecond and fourth Particulars of Mr. P's Reply 
0 go upon a Miſtake of my Meaning, as if in the Paflage 


7 to I had diſputed the Government of the Church 

is of Jeruſalem by the Apoſtles in Equality, when it was 4 

Particular Church diftin from the univerſal; whereas my 

Words were, as it was a particular Church, &c. the Mean- 
ing whereof I have now ſuffictently explain dd. 

His third Particular ſtands thus, IF this Ariftocratical 


Government was fix'd in the Church of Jeruſalem, when 
9 it 
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it 1wwas the univerſal Church; there 1s the more Reaſon 1 
think, that the ſame Government was to be ſiæ d in all oth 


particular Churches, of which the untverſal Church was t 
be conſtituted. 1 do not well comprehend the Drift o 
this, but ſuppoſe it will be ſufficiently obviated by ſay- 
ing, 1*, That it appears not that an Ariſtocratical Govern» 


ment was ever fix d in the Church of Jeruſalem, and 


2% That the Government of the univerſal Church by 
the Apoſtles, with equal Authority, 1s no Argument that 
the Government of particular Churches ſhould be Ariſto- 
cratical. . 

Mr. P. indeed ſpeaks frequently (Def. Part 2. p. 41, 42, 
43, 44.) of our Saviours having inſtituted, ſettled, fix d 
an Ariſtocratical Form of Government 1n the Church of 
Jeruſalem, and by that way of Speaking gives ſome colour 
to his Argument. But what Foundation hath he for talk- 
ing at that rate? It doth not appear, as I ſaid, that the 
Apoſtles ever govern'd the Church of Feruſalem, by var- 
tue of any ſpecial Relation they had to that Church. And, 
beſides, it doch not appear that, in the Exerciſe of their 
Authority there, they were ever tied to the Ariſtocratical 
Form; to which it is eſſential, that none of the chief 
Acts of Government be exercis d but with the Conſent ot 
the Majority of the Collegues, or, at leaſt, of them pre. 
ſent, authentically declar d: whereas it cannot, I con- 
ceive, be denied but that any or the Apoſtles might there 
exerciſe all Acts of ſpiritual Government, without any 
ſuch declar'd Conſent; though it might in ſome Caſes be 

rudential to expreſs their Unanimity. And, were there 
nothing in either of theſe Conſiderations, how could they, 
whoſe Charge it was 70 go and teach all nations be fix d 
Governors of the Church of Zeruſalem ? And if they were 
not fix d Governors, no Form can therefore be ſaid to be 
fix'd, becauſe it was that wherein they governed. And 

et this is all the Proof thereof ſuggeſted by my Adver:- 
5 Nor is it for the Service of his Cauſe, that this 
kind of Proof ſhould be allow'd. For then there will not 
want Evidence, that the monarchical Form of Church- 
Government was generally ſettled throughout the World, 


| by the Direction of the H. Gholt; vis. when the Ae 
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ing ſeparated from one another, did in their ſingle Per- 
therþns govern in Chief the Churches by them reſpectively 


5 /oflanted or cultivated. | 
t off W hen Mr. P. ſays, p. 41. that 7 acknowledee the Form 
lay Government, as ſettled at firſt by Chriſt, was Ariſtocra- 


ern al; he makes a great deal too bold with me, who never 
id or thought ſuch a thing. He ſeems to refer to theſe 
my Words, Rem. p. 34. 7 hough therefore twelve Apoſiles 
thatWere, for ſome time, Rulers of the Church at Jeruſalem, 
[to-Yp7h equal Authority, as twelve Biſhops ( for good Canſe ) 
ay be of one Church now, it will not therefore follow, &c. 
42, hich Form of Speech (zhowugh therefore ſuch a thing 
ix dere) is frequently us'd, and was by me intended, as a 
1 offform of ſuppoſing, but not granting. But, allowing I 
ourſſid acknowledge, what indeed I have never denied, that 
lk-Me Twelve Apoſtles were, for ſome time, Rulers of the 
theEhurch of Fera/alem, with equal Authority, that is not 
vir-M Acknowledgment that Chriſt ſeitled an Ariſtocratical 
ndi form of Government in that Church. Mr. P. will hardly 
icirWter to vindicate himſelf by ſaying, it was an Acknow- 
icaldgment by Conſequence ; ſince that is no Acknowledg- 
liefſpent at all, unleſs the Conſequence be own'd : which in 
t ofhis Caſe never has been by me, and I believe, never will 
te- he. I think the Apoſtles might govern the Church of Je- 
on- Haſalem for ſome time as aboveſaid, and yet neither the 
ere Rriſtocratical, nor any other, Form of Government be at 
ny Mat time ſettled there by Chriſt. I never ſaid or thought 
be hey were Rulers of that Church, by any ſpecial Relation 
ere p it, or any otherwiſe than as they were Rulers of the 
ey, Fhurch Catholick, and exercis'd their Powers in that par- 
x'd{@cular Church, while they had Occaſion to reſide with it, 
eres they did afterwards, by virtue of the ſame general Com- 
be hiſſion, in all other Churches where they, or any of them, 
nd ade an abode. 
er I am ſo far from acknowledging that Chriſt ſettled an 
his Ariſtocratical Government in the Church of Feruſalem, 
ot hat I will not take upon me to deny what ſome of the 
h- ¶ncients thought, that he himſelf conſtituted Fames Biſhop 
Id, f Jeruſalem before his Aſcenſion, and thereby ſettled the 
es, Honarchical Form there. For though, I confeſs, I _ no 
e- | | Yb 
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Evidence thereof in Scripture; neither do I of the con- 
trary. The Acts of Government, which we find thereſſ 
aſcrib'd to the Apoſtles in general, are not inconſiſtent 
with this Suppoſition. For however the Care of that 
Church was more particularly committed to St. ames, and 
he therefore to fix his Reſidence there, that would not 
ſuperſede the Authority of the Apoſtles, or any of them, 
in the ſame Church, but that they might rule in Equality 
with him, if he were an Apoſtle, and in Saperiority to him, 
if he were not: the Apoſtolical Authority, peculiarly fo 
call d, taking place every where, and being every where 
ſuperiour to that of particular Church-Governors, as ſuch. 
The Reaſons of my having ſaid before, that 7he Gu- 
verument of the univerſal Church by the Apoſtles, with equal 
Authority, is no Argument, that the Government of par- 
ticular Churches ſhould be Ariſtocratical, are theſe. Firſt, 
a ſingle Perſon may better ſuffice for the chief Govern- 
ment of a particular Church, than of the Church Univer- la 
fal. And therefore there is no Incongruity in ſuppoſing, II 
that the chief Government of each particular Church might ge 
be ſettled upon a ſingle Perton, though not that of the FC 
\ 
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Church Univerſal. Secondly, Though the Apoſtles go- 
vern'd the Church Univerſal with equal Authority, yet 
they did not govern it Ariſtocrarically, unleſs, perhaps, 
a ſmall Part of the Apoſtolical Times. They could not, any 
longer than they continued together. Their Authority in-. 
deed was equal; but then it was full and entire in every one J. 
of them, and freely exercis'd by them ſeverally in ſeveral . 

| 
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Parts of the World. They govern'd as ſo many Monarchs 
in different Dominions, not as Members of a Senate or 
Council; and by an immediate full Authority from our 
Lord himſelf, not by Deputation from the Apoſtolical 
College. So that in the Government of the Church by 
the Apoſtles, we have a better Precedent for Monarchy 
in it's Parts, than for Ariſtocracy in reſpect of the whole: 
Since their Ariſtocratical Government of the Whole (as 
to it's Exerciſe, at leaſt) ſoon expir'd, but their Monarchi- 
cal Power was exercts'd in the Parts as long as they liv'd. 
Tis eaſy now to ſhape a direct Anſwer to Mr. P's Syllo- 
giſms fer down in the Beginning of the foregoing 3 
| whic 
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hich I deſire the Reader to look back upon. There he 
ill find much Uſe of the Phraſe of being more than one 

n one ſingle Church : whereby Mr. P. would be under- 

ſtood ro mean (what in Syllogizing he ought more clearly 

to have expreſs d) the being more than one in one ſingle 

Church, without Subordination 10 one Chief. For, Def. 

dart 2. p. 39. he lets me know, that Inſtances of more 

Biſhops than one in one Church are nothing to the Pur- 

poſe, as long as there is one Chief. However, taking him 

jo, I ſtill deny the Major of his firſt Syllogiſm. In Op- 
polition whereto I athirm, that Biſhops, z. e. Perſons of the 
ipiſcopal Order, are ſuch Officers as might be more than 
one in one ſingle Church, without Subordination to one 


chief. They might be lo, as unfix d or occaſional Gover- 


ö 


ors thereof, if not as fix d in che particular Government 


Jef it. And ſhould Mr. P. ſay that by ein Officers in a 


Church, he means Officers fix d in the particular Coveru- 
ment of it, then would I further deny both his Minors, 


 Jand the Fact upon which they are grounded. That is, 


I would deny that the Apoſties were ever alli or more than 
one of them, fix d in the particular Government of the 
hurch of Jeraſa/em. They might have been indeed not- 


withſtanding their Epiſcopal Character, but it had been 
Jinconſiſtent with the Duties of their Apoſtolical Function, 


eminently ſo call'd. 

Thus have I, as I conceive, abundantly an{wer'd the 
Argument of which Mr. P. ſays, Def. Part 1. p. 11. that 
he has turn'd it in his own thoughts of ten, and ſet himſelf 
to deviſe what Reply could be made to it, but could find 
none; inſomuch that he ſays he 7s miftaken, if ſome of 
Euclid's Propoſetions are more clearly aemouſirated. I will 
conclude this Head with two or three brief Remarks, which, 
I am perſwaded, will give the Reader as mean an Opinion, 
as I have ever had, of this boaſted Argument. 

The Force of it manifeſtly, depends on this Suppoſition, 
That it is impoſſible, or, at leaſt, ever was unlawful for ſe- 
veral of the Epiſcopal Order (if any ſuch there be) 10 go- 
vern a ſingle Church for a time in Parity. Take away this 
Suppolition, and the Foundation of this mighty Argu- 
ment is gone. And yet no Epiſcopal Man, as ſuch, is 

un- 
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under any Obligation to allow of this Suppoſition. Ani 
it may be juſtly queſtion'd whether it be the Senſe of an; 
one Epiſcoparian. SP; | | 
Secondly, If there were any Force in this Argument te 
prove, that the Apoſtles were not Biſhops in the firſt Senk 
of the Epiſcopal Scheme, there 1s, however no Force u 
it towards proving, either that they themſelves were no 
ſuperiour in Rank and Authority to mere Presbyters, o 
that there might not be a Succeſſion of Miniſters in ſuch 
Superiority. On the contrary as their governing tha 
Church, as they did, undoubtedly conſiſted with ſuch 


Superiority in their own Perſons, it is not imaginable, thaſ 


it ſhould be inconſiſtent with the like in others of the far 
or ſucceeding Ages. Here 1s no colour of an Argumen 
therefore againſt a ſtanding Order of Miniſters, ſuperiout 
in Rank and Authority to mere Presbyters. And to ſucl 
an Order I maintain the Power of Ordination to belong. 

Thirdly, If the Church of Jera/a/em were for a tim 
govern'd by Twelve Apoſtles together, many parricul: 
Churches were afterwards govern'd in Chief for a time b 
{ſingle Apoſtles. Of this can be no doubt. And there for 
the Ariſtocratical Form of particular Church-Governmen 
hath no Advantage over the Monarchical, from the Practic 
of the Apoſtles. Eſpecially ſince it is more reaſonable tt 


look for the ordinary Form of Church-Government ta 


wards the latter End of their Time, than at the very Be 
ginning of it, when the Church it'ſelf was but jult ga 
thering, and the State of it, in fo many Reſpects, extr: 
ordinary. | 
SRC rv. IV. 
Ar. P.'s Argument from the Powers confeſs'd in Presbyter 
con ſider d. My former Anſwer to it vindicated: and th 
Weakneſs of the Argument further ſhewn. 


The next Argument, which I find us'd by Mr. P. f. 
the Right of Presbyters to Ordain, is given us, Serm. p. 30 
29. as the ſixth and laſt Particular of his Anſwer to o 
Argument from Timothy and Titus, and is thus expreſs' 
« 7 he Power of adminiſtring Sacraments, the Signs an 
&« Seals of the Covenant of Grace ;, and more eſpecially il 

. * Pow 
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[33] . 
W Prwer of bleſſing and ſandtifying things, to repreſent, 
c ſeal and — Body and Blood of Chriſt, 75 8 
. great that it is not eaſy to Juppaſe a greater Power is 
Fo 75 4 in any Men, than what they have who recerve this. 
Dere ought therefore to be clear Evidence and full Proof, 
"F< har thoſe whom Chrift hath intruſted with this Power, 
"IF have not all other Powers whatever, which Chriſt has 
hode'd in any of his Miniſters. . 
J. Tochis Tanſwer'd, Aem. p. 53. to this Purpoſe (as Mr. P. 
Friehaly underſtood me) 7 bat 7be greater the Powers are, 
* hich we allow to Presbyters, tis rather the leſs than the more 
Probable, that 55 ſhould have the Power of communicating 
Lbem to others. But Mr. P. lays (Def. Part 2. p. 91.) that 
n . : Us 
his ſeems to him ſirange reaſoning. © The greater the 
& Power is (faith he) which Presbyters have, the nearer it 
e muſt certainly approach to the greateſt that can be ſup- 
pos d. And can that be an Argument, that tis the leſs 
“ probable they ſhonld have the greateſt > To which I an- 
Iſwer, that when ſeveral Magnitudes riſe or fall in Propor- 
tion to one another, the greater that is, which is the leſs, 
Iche more is it remoy'd from, inſtead of approaching the 
nearer to, that which 1s the greater, Hence the greater 
Jany Number is, the greater 4. Difference between the 
Iſame and the double of it: and the ſtronger any Man is, 
Iche more ſhort doth he fall of his Strength, who is a tenth 
part ſtronger. And of this Condition is the Matter be- 
fore us. The greater the Powers are, which Presbyters 
Jare allow'd to have, the greater ſtill is the Power of com- 
municating them: and therefore the former do not by their 
Greatneſs approach any thing the nearer, but rather the 
"Bleſs near to the latter: Which overthrows the ground of 

Mr. P.'s preſent Queſtion and Admiration. 

He miſtakes the Point, when he ſays (zb:d. & p. ſeg.) 
Let us put the Caſe. Presbyters have greater Power than 
“ Deacons, do's that then render it leſs probable they ſhould 
& have the Power of Ordaining, than that Deacons ſhould? 
In the Reaſoning, which Mr. P. would expoſe, I do not 
ſpeak of the Power of Ordaining at large, but preciſely 
Jand expreſly of the Power of communicating the Powers 
© which Presbyters have. And 1 the greater Foo of 

: res- 
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[34] 

Presbyters renders it not leſs, but more, probable, they 
ſhould have the Power of Ordaining Presbyters, than tha 
Deacons ſhould ; it doth not therefore follow, that thi 
greater the Powers of Presbyters are, tis the more, or no 
the leſs, likely they ſhould have the Power of Ordaining 
to their own Office. Theſe things have no Connexion 
He ſhould have put the Caſe thus, Presbyters have great 
Powers than Deacons : Is it therefore leſs probable Presby 
ters ſhould have Power to Ordain Presbyters, than Deacont 
10 Ordain Deacons? And then I would have anſwer'd, Rs 
ther leſs than more, upon that account. 

Nor doth Mr. P. come cloſe enough to the Purpoſc 
when (p. 92.) he propoſes to confider the Powers com 
mitted to Men, as ſo many truſts. “ When he gs 
6% (faith he) are thought worthy of one of tbe higheſt and 
« moſt important Truſts, that can be lodg'd in Men, is tha 
© 20 Reaſon lo think they may probably be intruſted wil 
* another ! I that Order is counted ſufficiently able ani 
« faithful for the Management of one moſt awful Truſt 
&« will there not be the more Probability, that they ar 
counted ſo likewiſe for the Management of another > This 
as here put together, ſeems to me unintelligible Cant. The 
more I conſider it, the more I am puzzled what to make 
of it. Of whoſe zhinking and counting doth Mr. P. ſpeak! 
Our Lord did not think or count but ue, that no Pre 
byters are worthy of the high truſt committed to them; 
and even foreſaw that many of them would be deficient 
as to the Ability or Fidelity which he requires of them 
The Powers of Miniſters-are not proportion'd to their 
Merit, but to the Exigencies of the Church. Beſides, i 
it may be allow'd, that a Man who is thought fit for one 
high cruſt is, generally ſpeaking, the more likely to be 
thought fit for, and allo charg'd with, another; this, cer- 
tainly, will not hold without Exception. The particulac 
Nature of the one Truſt or the other may alter the Caſe. 
And my reaſoning goes upon the particular Nature of the 
Power which I deny mere Presbyters to be intruſted wit 
viz, the Power of communicating their Powers to others 
The Nature of which is ſuch, that the greater the con 
fels'd Powers of Presbyters are, the greater {ill is this dif- 
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aS@uted one; and at the ſame time it is a Power not near fo 
Frequent in Exerciſe, and therefore not needful to be made 


o common as thoſe other Powers. And tis uſual, in all 
Juman Societies, upon manifeſt grounds of Prudence, to 
Intruſt as few as may be with high and important Powers, 
ince therefore there is need in the Church of many more 
fficers with the confeſs'd Powers of Presbyters, than with 
e Power of communicating thoſe Powers, it is not likely 
ere ſhonld be as many Officers of the latter ſort as of 
e former. And the greater the confeſs d powers of Pres- 
yters are, the more unlikely it is, that the Power of con- 

ituting Presbyters ſhould be made unneceſſarily common. 
I urg'd further, Rem. ibid. (as my Queſtions there are to 
> reſolv'd, That the greater the Powers are, which we 
ow to Presbyters (eſpecially they being of Neceſſity nu- 
zerons in every Chriſtian Conntry) liis rather the leſs than 
be more probable, there ſhould be uo ſuperiour Officers to 
erſee and regulate their Exerciſe of them. The Powers 
Presbyters, certainly, are not ſuch, that 'tis hard to ſup- 
Pe t bey ſhould be accountable to any Mortals in any reſpett. 
ind then no Reaſon appears, why it ſhould be hard to ſup- 
ſe there ſhould be ſuperiour Chaurch-Officers to call them to 
y account, as to their CondutF and Behaviour in ſome re- 
es. Now Mr. P. in his Defence (Part 2. p. 92.) re- 
ting the Queſtions, which I have thus fairly reſolv'd, 
parates them improperly, and makes no Home anſwer to 
e Drift of them. He ſays that Presbyters (meaning, I 
ppoſe, ſingle Presbyters) are accountable to a Presbytery. 
t he omits what was his proper Buſineſs, vis. To ſhew 
s improbable, that there ſhould be a ſuperiour Rank of 
fficers inſtituted, to whom Presbyters ſhould be ac- 
untable. If it be fit that Presbyters ſhould be account- 
le to Mortals, as to the Exerciſe of their Powers, where 
the Improbability, that a ſuperiour Rank of Othicers 
ould be inſtituted for that and other Purpoſes ? This is 
e Queſtion which it concerns Mr. P. to anſwer, and to 
nich he ſays nothing. | | 
He very much miſtakes his own Buſineſs and mine, 
en in Anſwer to my Queſtion (Why is it hard to ſup- 
e, there ſhould be ſuperiour Charch-Officers to call Pres- 
=. -S byters 


22 


DJ 


SS 


FE 36 J 
by ters to an acccum d) he puts this other, And why ma 
& not as well ſay; Why ſhould there not be ſuperion 
& Church-Officers to call Bj * to an account? When 
argue not only for Officers ſuperiour to Presbyters, by 
alle againſt Officers ſuperiour to Biſhops, from the Prof 
bability of the former, and the Improbability of the latte 
in the Nature and Reaſon of things, Mr. P.'s Queſtion mai 
be proper. Burt at preſent, whik I am doing neither, 
is not at all to the Purpoſe. The Deſign of my Queltioff 
was not to argue any thing, but the Weakneſs of his Am 

ument, whereby, from the Greatneſs of the Power conf 
Fl in Presbyters, he would infer it improbable the! 
ſhould be any higher Order, or any Church Power not ii 
truſted with them : the Invalidity of which Inference, 
conceive, may by this time ſufficiently appear. And th 
Truth is, IJ look upon it, generally ſpeaking, as a vai 
thing to argue for or againſt a Divine Inſtitution fro 
Probabilities or Improbabilities in the Nature and Reaſo 
of things, z. e. from what we judge fit or unfit to hay 
been inſtituted, unleſs the Conſiderations we go upon b 
very manifeſt and very prelling. 

The Reaſon why I ſaid, that the natural Tendency « 
Mr. P.'s Argument is chiefly towards exempting Presbyte 
from the Authority of the Civil Magiſtrate was this, I 
as he argues, the Power of adminiſtring the Sacrament: 
as tis lodg'd in Presbyters, be ſo very great, that it is nt 
eaſy to ſuppoſe a greater Power is hg d in any Men, tha 
what they have who receive this, and it be therefore 1 
probable they ſhould have any Superiors, even among 
thoſe who have that ſo very great Power, 1t will be mor 
1mprobable they ſhould have Superiors among thoſe th: 
have it not. Nor is the Greatneſs of the Powers allow! 
in Presbyters any Reaſon, why. they ſhould be witho 
Superiors in Matters of Religion, more than in any othet 
My intended Brevity will not allow me to enlarge, as 
might, on this Matter of Digreſſion. N 
But the Weakneſs of Mr. P.s Argument in hand ma 
further appear by this Conſideration, That though we all 
tow all Presby ters the Power of adminiſtring the Sacr! 
ments, we do it not but with the Reſtraint of Subjectio 
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malo Biſhops in the Exerciſe of it. We allow them not to 
iouſbe intruſted with this Power, but under the Direction and 
n Nontroul of Biſhops. And now how great ſoever this 
bio wer be in it · ſelf, tis very congruous that they who are 
runder ſuch Reſtraint in the Exerciſe of it, ſhould not be 
teffintruſted with the Power of communicating it to others. 
naYAnd if Mr. P. in this Argument ſuppoſes Presbyters to lie 
» under no ſuch Reſtraint, he is plainly guilty of a Fallacy; 
as taking that for granted, which he well knows his Ad- 
verſaries will not yield. When he argues from the Powers 
o confeis'd to be in Presbyters, he muſt take them under 
elf ſuch Reſtrictions as they are confeſs'd ; or elſe he impo- 
11fes upon his Readers. . 
5 SECT, V. 
Tuo other Arguments from Presbyterian Ordination an- 
 ſwer'd: the one taken from a pretended original Conjun- 
Sion of the Power of Ordination with the confefs'd Pow- 
ers of common Presbyters ; the other from the promiſ- 
" cuous Oſe of the Terms Biſhops and Presbyters in Scri- 
pure. | Ran S e 


of - Mr. P. I hope will not take it amiſs, if I reckon as a 
third Argument for Presbyterian Ordination, what he ſug- 
gelts (Def. Part 2. . 93, 94.) at the End of his Defence 
of the Argument laſt conſider d. He faith, © 7heſe Poreers 
[meaning, either ſolely, or among other Powers, that of 
adminiſtring the Sacraments, and that of Ordaining] © were 
« 20/4 certainly conjoyn d inthe. ſame Perſons; in the fir ſi 
Inſtitution of an Order of Minifters. And certainly they 
* who pretend there was anether Oraer appointed after- 
t wards, that had but a Part of them, ought to bring as 
42. 1 of that ſecond Inſtitution, as we do f 
* {| B | | ' IS 5 
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To this I anſwer, Firſt, That what he here aſſerts as 
moſt certain doth not appear to be true. Secondly, If it 
did, it would infer no Improbability in the Cauſe I main- 
tain. NE e 
If, Tis very ſtrange to we, he ſhould allow himſelf to 
ſay, that the Powers we ſpeak of were moſt certainiy con- 
Joy nd in the firſt Inſtitution of an Order of 22 


[33.1] 
That firſt Inſtitution was, I conceive, when our Saviour 
Lule 6. 12, 13. in a very ſolemn manner ſelected tha 
Twelve, whom he ſtyled Apoſtles. Tis certain, however 
that they were Miniſter's of Chriſt's ſpiritual Kingdom be 
fore his Paſſion. Otherwiſe it could not have been ſaid off 
Judas the Traitour, as it is, As 1. 17, 25. that Judas had 
obtained Part of that Miniſtry, and by his Tranſgreſſionf 
fell from it. And yet I ſee no Probability, that the Apo 
ſtles had the Power of Ordination till after our Saviour's ; 
| 
{ 


Reſurre&ion. . 

I don't ſee how I can ſhew more Civility to Mr. A up 
on this Occafion, than by ſuppoſing that if he had con- 
{ider'd what he ſaid, he would not have deliver'd himſelf} 
in this manner. I am apt to think he ſuppoſes the firſt} 
Inſticution of an Order of Miniſters to have been after 
our Lord's Reſurrection : but that is what I cannot believe 
7 would upon ſecond Thoughts expect to have admitted. 

t 1s to me probable that the Seventy (Lulę 10.) and paſt 
doubt that the Twelve, were made Miniſters of Chriſt, 
not by a temporary Commiſſion only, but by a ſtanding 
Character, a good while before the Paſſion of our Lord, 
with the Powers of Preaching and Baptizing. And at the 
Inſtitution of our Lord's Supper, our Saviour ſeems to 
have given his Apoſtles the Power of adminiſtring that. 
But for the Power of Ordaining, it doth not appear, nor 
is it likely, that our Saviour imparted that to them, till 
after his Reſurrection; when he gave them the Plenitude 
df their Power, and ſent them, as his Father ſent him. 
Whereas therefore Mr. P. ſays, that if he never hear 
from me till I produce as plain Evidence of a ſecond Inſti- 
tntion of an Order of Miniſters, with but Part of the Pow- 
ers we ſpeak of, as his Party ao of a firſt wherein they were 
conjopn'd : I do hereby notify to him, that I have never 
ſeen any thing like plain Evidence, that the Powers con- 
fels'd in Presbyters, and that of Ordination, were con- 
joyn d in the firſt Inſtitution of an Order of Miniſters, in- 
ſomuch that the contrary appears to me far more probable. 
And I may venture to foretel, that whenever ſuch an 
original Conjunction ſhall be plainly prov'd, there ſhall 
ſpeedily be publiſh'd as plain a Proof of a ſubſequent Sepa- 
ration by competent Authority, 2b, But 
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2, But after all let that be ſuppos d, which Mr. P. with- 
ut any ground that 1 ſee, would paſs upon us for moſt 
ertain, viz. that the Powers we ſpeak of were conjoyn'd in 
be firfl Inſtitution of an Order of Miniſiers, this muſt 
ertainly be in the Perſons of the Apoſtles. And what if 
hey had (which ſurely they had not) all their ſtanding 
1iniſterial Powers confer'd upon them at once? Would 
therefore be in any Degree improbable, that ſome infe- 
our Miniſters, with but Part of thoſe Powers, ſhould be 
ppointed afterwards? Is the Inſtitution of the Apoſtles 
rit with Plenitude of Power any Argument at all, that 
o inferiour Miniſters were deſign d? Or, that they ſhould 
zjot be diſtinguiſhable by any Difference of ſtanding Pow- 
rs? I wonder Mr. P. could not ſee that there is nothing 
t all in this, which he ſo triumphs in. On the contrary, 
is ſo agreeable to the general Senſe of Mankind, that in 
large Society (as is the Church) there ſhould be different 
Orders or Degrees of Officers, with more Powers in the 
igher, and fewer (though ſome of the ſame) in the lower, 
hat the Preſumption lies ſtrongly for ſuch different Or- 
ers in the Church, what Order ſoever were firſt inſti- 
ted. If therefore all Church-Powers of a. ſtanding Na- 
re were conjoyn'd in the fame Perſons, in the firſt In- 
itution of an Order of Miniſters, it is moſt reaſonable. 
d preſume that there was another Order, or Orders, ap- 
ointed afterwards with but Part of them: directly con- 
rary to Mr. P.'s Imagination. | 

For another Argument againſt an Order ſuperiour to 
resbyters, and conſequently for a Power in Presbyters to 
Drdain, I may reckon what is ſuggeſted by Mr. P. Def. 
Part 2. p. Ioz. in theſe Words, By the Conſent of all, 
there was one Order, call d either Biſhops or. Presbyters ; 
we leave it to our Adverſaries to wrangle [this is his Ci- 
vility] among themſetves which it was, and where 10 
lace the Inſtitution of another [I ſuppoſe he means an- 
dither above Deacons]; © and when they have done contra- 
ditting one another about it, and give us ſome clear Evi- 
dence of the pretended Inſtitution (which ts not like to be 
ſpeedily) we ſhall further examine it. The Argument 
mean to be ſuggeſted here is this, The Scriprare men- 
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tions but one ſtanding Order of Miniſters ſuperiour to De, 
cons, viz. that of Piſbops or Presbyters * Term 
denote not tuo, but one Order, in Scripture. Therefar: 
there is but one Order above Deacons. | 
I might have paſs d by this Argument, as only hinted (ant 
that by the by, where Mr. P. 1s not diſputing, but ſhewing 
the Diſagreement of Epiſcopal Writers) and no where ex 
preſs'd, either in the Sermon I examin'd, or his Defeno 
againſt me. But, becauſe the Authors of his ſide, ant 
himſelf in ſome of his Writings, ſeem to depend muc 
upon it, I am willing to lay hold of any Occaſion to tak 
it into Conſideration. | 
My Anſwer to it is, that there is as plain mention it 
Scripture of ſeveral Orders of Miniſters ſuperiour to con 
mon Biſhops or Presbyters, as there 1s of Biſhops or Pre 
byters : which Terms I allow to be promiſcuouſly us'd ii 
Scripture, but not to be appropriated to any one Orde 
therein. That all theſe ſuperiour Orders were temporary i 
every Point of their Superiority, Or, That all Biſhops o 
Presbyters, though of different Orders at firſt, were to b 
equal, and conſequently of one only Order, in the ordi 
nary and permanent State of the Church, doth not appe: 
from Scripture, and is by no means to be taken for grante 
in this Argument. I allow that there is no Order of Mi 
niſters ſuperiour to ſuch as are ſometimes ſtyl'd Presbyte 
in Scripture : but as it appears from Scripture that ther 
was an Inequality of Powers and therefore different Of 
ders, _ thoſe who yet all enjoy'd that common Ap 
pellation ; ſo is it probable from thence alſo that ſuch ag 
Inequality was intended for Continuance among them 
and in fact that it was continu'd we are affur'd from t 
beſt ſucceeding Accounts. 
It is not my Buſineſs now to enlarge on theſe Point 
It is enough that I have noted where the Argument I a 
anſwering is deficient. I ſhall only add, that as to the In 
ſtitution of that ſuperiour Order of Biſhops or Presbyte 
which is now diſtinguiſh'd by the Name of the Epiſcopal 
Order, I think they who plead for it are generally very 
well agreed where to place it, vi. in that full Commiſſion 
which our Saviour perſonally gave his Apoſtles ay 
0 1 | | WES Re ard 


L 41 ] 
eſurrection: by which we conceive they had ſome ſtand- 
g Powers granted them, which they had not before, and 
1S hich they did not communicate to all Presbyters, but to 
ich only, as they thought fit to elevate above the reſt. 


= | SECT. VI ; 
Be Argument for Presbyterian Ordination from ſome Paſe 
A /azes of Acts 20. anſwer'd. 


Another Argument us'd by Presbyterian Writers, -and 
dt forgotten by Mr. P. in behalf of Presbyterian Govern- 
ent, and, as a Conſequence thereof, Presbyterian Ordi- 
Yartion is taken from ſome Paſſages in As 20. Mr. P. in- 
need in his Writings, that I am concern'd with, applics 
only to prove that Timothy was not fix d Biſhop of Ephe- 
4. But then in order to that he argues, that the Go- 
ernment of the Zphe/ine Church was at that time in- 
sſted in a Number of Presbyters, call'd alſo Biſhops : 
Fhence tis wont to be infer d by his Party, that Presby- 
brian Government was ſettled in that Church; and if in 
difhat, probably in others. And therefore, I ſhall conſider 
hat Foundation there is in this Chapter for that Infe- 


Re 
Towards the right underſtanding of which it may be 
oſerv'd, that if it doth not appear that the Presbyters, to 
Shom St. Paul directed his Speech or Charge, v. 18. G 
79. had the compleat Government of the Church of 
pbeſus; or, if it doth not appear that they had it in Pa- 
ty, without a Superiority of one to the reſt, then it can- 
dt be infer'd that Presbyterian Church-Government was 
ttled there. And theſe are all the Exceptions to this Ar- 
ment, which I ſhall inſiſt upon, though I might name 
Wore. 
Firſt then I inſiſt that it doth not appear, that the Preſ- 
Pers ſpoken to, As 20. 18. & ſeqg. or any of them had 

ze compleat Government of the Church of Zpheſas. 
St. Pau! indeed at v. 28. requires them 1 fade heed lo 
e flock ir % in which the Holy Ghoſt had made them Ovet- 
ers, or Biſhops, and to feed the Church of God, which 
bath purchaſed with his 5 Blood. But to * 

thence 
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thence that they had the compleat Government of t 
Church of Epheſus, ſo as that no ordinary Power Eccl 
ſiaſtical was reſer vd to any ſuperiour Officer, fix d or u 
fixd (which is what I mean by compleat) is altogeth 
precarious. Cannot Miniſters be under an Obligation 
take heed to, and feed the Flock or Church, wherein the 
are fix'd, without being ſuppos d to have the comple 
Government of it? Certainly they may. And what St. Pa 
who was, if Timothy then was not, as a Biſhop to d 
Ephe/ine Church, gives here in Charge to theſe Presbyte 
is proper to be given 1n Charge by one of our Biſhops 
the Presbyters of his Dioceſe. And this very Charge 
the Apoſtle to the Elders at Miletus was appointed to 
read for the Epiſtle at the Ordination of Prieſts, or Pr: 
byters, in our Church from the Reformation down to t 
Reign of K. Charles the Second: though all that time o 
Church Government was Epiſcopal. 
Mr. P. ſeems to lay ſtreſs upon the Term i Biſhe 
in this Verſe. And whereas I had faid in my Remarks, th 
"tis certain there is no force in that to exclude a Superi 
he replies, Def. Part 2. p. 55. that all my own Party 
not agree to that, and blames my Confidence in aſſerti 
it. To which it were for the preſent Argument enou 
to ſay, that whether all my own Party will agree with! 
or not (which 1s not to be expected in every Point) Mr. 
hath given me no Reaſon to think there is any ſuch for 
as I denied to be, in the Term Biſhops. But indeed I | 
not believe that any diſagree with me in this. Bp. Pear| 
indeed, and Dr, Hammond thought (as Mr. P. alledg 
that the Word ſhops is never us d in the New Teſtame 
but of proper Hiſbops: but they do not ground their O 
nion on a ſuppos d force in the Term to exclude a Su 
rior, Whether all they who are call'd Z:/hops in the N. 
Teſtament were Biſhops, in the peculiar Senſe, is one Qu 
ſton; and, whether it may be infer'd from the force 
the Term that they had no Superior, is quite another. A 
whatever becomes of the former Queſtion, the latter 
certainly to be denied : Since that Term is frequent 
us'd, and particularly in the Septnagint, of ſuch Offi 
as had Superiors, So Numb. 3 1. 14. the Officers of 
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oft, as well inferiour as ſuperiour, he Captains over thou- 
as, and Captains over hundreds are called, Emotonu 4 Jv- 
us. Beſides, tis certain after all, that ſuch as are call'd 
thFiſhops in the New Teſtament it-ſelf, and particularly in 
te Place under our preſent Conſideration (A 20. 28.) 
Id Superiors. The Apoſtles, at leaſt, were their Supe- 
Yors; and they were ſubject to their Authority and Con- 
oul, even in what concern'd their particular Province. 
might very well therefore be confident, that there is no 


ee in the Term Biſhops to exclude a Superior. And 
zerefore it cannot infer, that they to whom it is here a 


* 
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ze lied had the complear Government of the Church of Zphe- 
to , ſuppoſing them all to have belong'd to it. | 
Pri Mr. P. dwells likewiſe upon the Word feed in the ſame 


text, and ſays, p. 56. that 77 7s underſtood in other places 
o /iznify the higheſt Power in the Church: and why it ſhould 


ot fienify the ſame here he cannot immagine. Now that 
e Word Touairey rendred here zo feed, in it's metapho- 
cal Uſe in Scripture, imports Power or Authority J rea- 
Jily grant; but that it imports determinately the higheſt 

r unſubordinate Power or Authority (unleſs when limited 
Wereto by Circumſtances) I deny. Nor doth Mr. P. men- 
on any one that aſcribes that force to it. For his Quo- 
ations from Dr. Hammond and Theopbylact fall ſhort of 
at Point; only ſhewing that in their Judgment the 


ory ord imports Ruling: which, in the general, I grant that 
I @ doth. But then I affirm, that it is applied ſometimes to 
ar periour, and ſometimes to inferiour Rulers. And this 
age plain, as from other Places, ſo particularly from thoſe 


hich Mr. P. himſelf quotes on this Occaſion, vis 7/ar. 40. 
I. 70.21. 16. and 1 Pet. 5. 2. In the firſt of which Texts 
he Office of feeding Chriſt's Flock is attributed to Chriſt 
imſelf the ſupreme, and in the two latter to his Mini- 
ters, inferiour and ſubordinate Rulers : and, more par- 
icularly, in the ſecond to St. Peter an Apoſtle, and in the 
Walt to inferiour Miniſters. For certainly the Elders or Preſ- 
dyters, there ſpoken to, were of an inferiour Rank to 
t. Peter and the other Apoſtles, and ſubject to their Su- 
derintendency. And to the Uſe of the Word in theſe 
Lexts it is very congruous, as always to aſcribe the feed- 
e F 2 — 
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ing Chriſt's Flock principally to himſelf the dgygnlyulw or 
Chief Shepherd, 1 Pet. 5. 4. ſo to attribute the miniſte. 
rial Part both to Biſhops, Succeſſors of the Apoſtles in 
their higheſt {ſtanding Character, and to inferiour Pref. 
byters. And the common Diſtinction between ſuperiour 
8 Paſtors or Church-Rulers may ſtill hold 
good. 
, TheElders or Biſhops therefore to whom St. Pau/ addreflcy 
his Speech, As 20. 18. & /eqg. might not be Paſtors or Ru- 
lers in chief, notwithſtanding that they were charg'd 75 
feed the Church of God. Indeed one mult in reaſon con- 
clude from 'the Charge here given them, that they were 
the chief, if not the only, Rulers then fx'd upon the Place, 
But it will not thence follow, that all the ordinary Power 
Eccleſiaſtical (i. e. all that was intended for Continuance 
in the Church) was committed to them. I am perſwaded, 
in Agreement with many learned Epiſcopal Authors, that, 
for a good Part of the Apoſtolical Times, in many Churches, 
the chief Rulers of fix'd Reſidence were mere Presbyters ; 
the peculiar Epiſcopal Office, in reſpect to them, being re- 
ſery d to Apoſtles, or other Officers of unfix d Reſidence. 
And this might be the Caſe of the Church of Epbeſus at 
this time, without any Prejudice to the Epiſcopal Cauſe. 
Nor is there any Reaſon to ſuppoſe every Church muſt 
have a compleat Government fix d within it ſelf from the 
Beginning. But yet, 
Sccondly, It doth not appear, that the Presbyters or 

Biſhops here ſpoken to were all of the ſame Order, or Go- 
vernors in Parity. They might be according to /renens's 
Teſtimony Aaverſ. Hæreſ. l. 3. c. 14. Biſhops and Preſ- 
byters from Epheſus, and the other neig bbouring Cities. Or, 
if they all belong'd to Eoheſus, one of them might be ſu- 
periour to the reſt. ET 

Mr. P. ſays, Def. Part 2. p. 57. that he hopes the Autho- 
rity of St. Luke may be as good as Irenzus's. And, un- 
doubtedly, tis incomparably better where we have it. But 
the Queſtion is, whether he contradicts Jreuæus in this 
Caſe. I urg'd before, and think {till, that St. Zake's Words 
will well bear a Conſtruction agreeable to what that Fa- 
ther ſays; who was an Auditor of an immediate * 
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of an Apoſtle in thoſe very Parts, and whoſe Teſtimony 


Is not to be ſet at nought in all Caſes, or particularly in 


this, becauſe he was miſtaken in another: at which Rate 
no Credit will be due to any uninſpir'd Hiſtorian, The 
ſacred Writer indeed ſays, As 20. 17. that St. Paul ſent 
to Epheſus, and call d the elders of the church : where 
Mr. P. thinks no other Church can be meant, according 
to the conſtant Language of the N. Teſtament, but the 
particular one of Epbeſus. But I conceive that by the 
church here may be meant not any particular Church, but 
the Church of Chriſt at large, or indefinitely ; as no doubt 
the Word is often us d in the N. Teſtament. Had St. Luke 
ſaid the elders of that church, we muſt have underſtood 
it of the Church of Zpheſus particularly, but ſaying as he 
does he elders of the church, he might mean only to ex- 
preſs Church-Elders, in Contradiſtinction to Elders of any 
other ſort. And ſo thoſe here ipoken of might be not of 
Epheſus only, but of the neighbouring Cities alſo, all the 
Elders of Chriſt's Church that were at Epheſus, or not 
too diſtant from it. | | 

And if, taking v. 17. of this Chap. by it- ſelf, it ſeem molt 
natural, though not neceſſary, to underſtand the Elders 


| {ent for to be thoſe of Zpheſus only; yet on the other 
hand it ſeems moſt natural, taking v. 25. by it- ſelf, to ſup- 
K poſe the Elders, there ſpoken to, to be others beſides thoſe 


of Epheſus. Ye all (ſaith the Apoſtle) among whom 7 baue 


gone preaching the kingdom of God: which Words, ſaid I 


in my Remarks, cannot well be underitood of the Elders 
of the Zpheſine Church only. © Aud why can they not ? 


| faith Mr. P.“ Does the Difficulty lie in the Word dd ? 


6e Jg there not à very good reaſon to be given for that from 
e v. 20. where he ſays he had taught them publickly, and 
from houſe to houſe? I anſwer, that the Difficulty doth 
not lie in the Word did only, but chiefly in M vH 
together. If St. Paul had good Reaſon to ſay H, be- 
cauſe he had taught them (A os) from hauſe to Hon ſe, 
or rather, in their houſes ; yet tis not probable he would 
have expreſs'd ſuch his teaching by z»gyowr, which ſigni- 
hes promulging or proclaiming as an Herald or Cryer, and, 


as far as I can find, is never us d of private Inſtruction. F 
TE And 
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And that theſe Elders were not of Epbeſus only ſeems 
likewiſe to be intimated, v. 18. Aud when they were come 
unto him, he ſaid unto them, Te know from the firſt day 
that I came (he doth not ſay to Epheſus, but) into Alia 
after what manner 7 have been with you at all ſeaſons 
So that upon the whole Matter, in my Judgment, St. /.## 
leaves it uncertain, whether they were of Epheſus only, 
or of that and other neighbouring Cities. Which ſuppos d, 
there is good room to admit of Trencuss Teltimony, which 
determines for the latter. | 
But what if they were of Zybeſus only? How doth it 
appear that they were Governors in Parity? Or, That one 
of them was not ſuperiour to the reſt? That, in this Speech 
of St. Paul to them, they are all together call'd Presbyters 
and Biſhops, without Diſtinction, is but a weak Argu- 
ment, that they were all of the ſame Order: ſince there 
might be two Orders of ſuch as had thoſe Names in com- 
mon; and that there were ſo is what moſt Epiſcoparians 
contend. And that there 1s no mention made of the pe 
culiar Duties or Powers of the Chief (ſuppoſing ſuch an 
one) or of the regard to be paid him by the reſt, need 
not ſeem ſtrange in ſo very general an Exhortation. Should 
any one think, that had there been a Chief, or Biſhop ſpe 
cially ſo call'd, among them, the Apoltle would have 
charg'd the reſt to keep cloſe to him, when he foretold, 
v. 30. of Men to ariſe out of their own ſelves, ſpeaking per- 
verſe things to draw away diſciples after them : one might 
as well think, that had they been Governors 1n Parity, he 
would apon this Occaſion have charg'd them to avoid 
Emulations, to conſult much together and none to at 
tempt any thing new in the Affairs of Religion, without 
the Advice of the reſt firſt had thereupon. And, certain. 
ly, if what we find to have been ſaid by St. Paul, in Pre 
vention of Schiſm, was enough to have been ſaid to 2 
College of equal Governors, 1t was enough to have been 
ſaid to a Biſhop and his Presbyters. Nor is it at all un 
common to obſerve the Holy Ghoſt, who ſees not as we ſee, 


and uſeful to have been ſaid or written. 


omitting what we are apt to think had been very prope 
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Whether Timothy were at this time fix d Biſhop of E- 
pheſus, is a Point I do no concern my-ſelf with. Nor do 
pretend to determine, that there was any ſingle chief Go- 
yernor ſo early fix'd there. There might be for ought that 
with any certainty appears. But if there were not, I have 
Mſccur'd the Epiſcopal Cauſe againſt the preſent Argument 
by the former Part of my Anſwer to it. 


IE CT II. 

OF the Nature of our Pha againſt Presbyterian Ordination. 
The Heads of our chief Scriptural Arguments. T he He- 

gard due to the Teſtimony of unſcriptural Antiquity in 
this and the like Caſes : and the Conſiſtency of it with 
the Sufficiency of Scripture rightly underſtood. 


e have now anſwer'd all the Arguments, which I find 
„either directly us'd, or plainly ſuggeſted, by Mr. P. (in 
his Writings that I am concern'd with) for the Right of 
mere Presbyters to Ordain ; and hope I have ſatisfied my 
Readers, that there 1s no Cogency in any or all of them : 
So that they will rather only diſpoſe a Man to enquire 
what is to be ſaid on the other fide, than give any Deter- 
© mination to his Judgment by themſelves. 

Before I proceed therefore to re-examine Mr. P.'s An- 
ſwer to our Argument from Timothy and Titus, I think 
it will be proper to ſay ſomething of the general Nature 
of our Plea in the preſent Cauſe ; yet without propoſing. 
to deduce it at large; which hath been ſo well done of 

late by the Right Reverend the Biſhops of Oxford and 
nh and would far exceed the Bounds of my deſign d 

revity. 

: Tis certain that the Scripture doth no where expreſly 
declare, what Order of Miniſters ſhould have the Power 
of Ordination, or how many Orders were to be perma- 
nent in the Church. Nor, as I conceive, is either of thoſe 
Points determinable with Certainty by the Scripture con- 
nder d alone. And all the Attempts that way, which I 

have yet met with, have been conducted by Methods wor- 
thy either of Indignation or Ridicule, or both. They 
who conſult the Scripture with a Refolution to make * 
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of it ſome final Determination of a Queſtion (which, per. 
haps, is not there determin d) or elſe highly poſſeſs d wit 


much the wiſer and the better Part, and ſhew the trueſt 
Reſpect to H. Scripture, who are content to find no othe 


dination committed to ſingle Perſons ſuperiour to commor 


cularly ſhewn of what Mr. P. hath urg d to that Purpoſe 
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Prejudice for one fide of it, are apt to impoſe upon them 
ſelves and others, and too often diſturb the publick Peace 
with zealous Aſſertions, and imaginary Demonſtrations 
grounded on precarious Interpretations of Scripture, un 
certain Hints, and conjectural Reaſonings. But they ad 


thing there, than what really is there; to acknowledge 
the Condition, whether of Certainty or Uncertainty 
wherein any thing there appears; and to conduct the! 
E and their Practice by the beſt Light which God 
ath given them, whether Scriptural or other; without 
ever preſuming to ſtamp the ſacred Authority of God“ 
Word on their own uncertain Interpretations of it, ot 
Inferences from it, or rejecting any rational Evidence be 
cauſe not Scriptural, | 
I am ſatisfied that the Probability from Scripture take 
alone is on our fide of the preſent Queſtion, and that chief 
for theſe Reaſons. 18, Becauſe I find many Ordination 
recorded in Scripture, but none of them perform'd by mer 
Presbyters. 20, Becauſe I find therein the Power of Or 


Presbyters, and ample Inſtructions given them for the Ma 
nagement of 1t; while among all the Charges, Inſtructions 
and Admonitions given to ſuch as do not appear to be 
more than common Presbyters, I find nothing ſaid of Or 
dination, nor any Intimation that the Power of it belong 
to them. 3, Becauſe I find ſeveral other Tokens there 
in of a ſuperiour Order intended for Continuance. Whic 
granted, ſcarce any Queſtion will be made, but that the 
Power of Ordination was reſerv'd to that. And laſtly, be 
cauſe what may be oppos d from Scripture againſt thek 
Conſiderations ſeems of little weight: as hath been parti 


Upon thefe 'accounts, were I to look no farther tha 
the Scripture it-ſelf, I ſhould think it probable, that the 
Power of Ordination was not granted to mere Presbyters 
either fingly, or in Bodies, but to Miniſters of a ſtanding 
| fe 
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ſaperiour Order. Nevertheleſs, as I frankly confeſs this 

Inference from mere Scripture to be but probable, and can- 
not think the Church of Chriſt could be generally miſtaken 
or miſled in a Matter of this Nature, fo early as the Second 
or Third Century; were the Teſtimony and Practice of 
the Church 1n thoſe Times clearly for Presbyterian Ordi- 
nation, my Judgment would go along with them. Much 
more, when the Teſtimony and Practice of the Primitive 
Church conſpire with the foreſaid Probability, from the 
Scripture it- ſelf, muſt my Judgment needs be ſettled in a 
Conformity to ſuch united Evidence. In a Queſtion of 
this Nature, as, With what Order, Rank, or Degree, of 
Miniſters, the Apoſtles left the Power of Ordination, the 
Teſtimony and Practice of the next ſucceeding Times, 
muſt in Reaſon be deciſive, if not plainly repugnant to 
Scripture ; much more, if concurring with a Probability 

NF trom Scripture. 

e But, becauſe to lay down more in the Premiſes, than 
is plainly ſufficient to inter the Concluſion, is to raiſe need- 
lels Diſputes, I would put the Argument in Form thus, 

| That Pretence to the Power of Ordaining, which 


vu hath no ſure ground in Scripture, and is repugnant 
[ to the Teſtimony and Practice of the Primitive 
f Church, is not to be allow'd. 


Je But the Pretence of mere Presbyters to this Power is a 
Pretence ſo circumſtantiated. 
Therefore it is not to be allow'd. 

This, or ſomething like this, is what I have always 
thought the Argument chiefly to be inſiſted on againſt 
Presbyterian Ordination, and believe it to be unanſwerable. 

Particularly I had the like Argument in my View, when 
I ſaid, Rem. p. 29. that / could by no means grant that our 
greateſt Argument is fetch d from Timothy and Titus, and 
a little lower, ha? our greateſt Argument is taken from a 
collated View of all the Places in Scripture, relating 10 this 
Matter, together with the Teſtimony and Practice of the 
Ages next ſucceeding the Scripture-times, Mr. P. Def. 


ws Part 2. p. 24. repreſents this to be as if I had ſaid, Our 
ul greateſt Argument is all our Arguments taken together. But 
an Argument ariling from a 
Colla- 


ihercin hs u miſtaken. For a 
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Collation of ſeveral ſoris of Appearances is as differen 
from the Sum of the Arguments, taken from the Appear- 
ances ſeparately, as collating is from ſumming up. 

And whereas he ſays (zb:4.) that the foregoing Paſſage 
in his Sermon limits his Diſcoxrſe (i. e. his Meaning) to 
Arguments from Scripture, when he ſays that þ7s Adver- 
ſartes greateſi Argument is fetch d from Timothy and Li- 
tus: J anſwer that the foregoing Paſſage doth not neceſſa- 
rily fo limit his Meaning; but, however, I did not charge 
him with Falſity or Wrong in what he ſaid, any other- 
wiſe than by expreſſing a Diſſent from what his Words 
did then ſeem to me to import. And if J ſpoke not to his 
Meaning, it was merely through Miſtake or Inadvertency, 
and not with any Intention to cavil. It was certainly proper 
for me to obſerve, that that Argument, which alone he un- 
dertook to anſwer, is what I can by no means grant to be, 
abſolutely ſpeaking, our greateſt Argument. And I am 
ſure, that to propoſe to eſtabliſh Presbyterian Ordination 
by overthrowing only one of our Arguments againſt it, 
and that not the greateſt (whether it be the greateſt from 
mere Scripture or not) is no Scholarlike Propoſal. 

The Argument which I hinted at, Rem. p. 29. as be- 
fore recited, IJ expreſs'd more particularly at p. 57. in no- 
thing differing from that now ſet down in Form; ſaving 
that there I made the Scriptural Probability on our ſide 
Part of the Argument, which here, for the Reaſon given, 
I have not: thongh it will always be my Judgment, and 
what upon Occaſion, I ſhall defend, that ſuch a Proba- 
bility there is, till J fee better Reaſon to alter my Mind, 
than yet I have met with. | 

Mr. P.'s Anſwer to this Argument is in effect, 1ſt, That 
he hath ſufficiently prov'd the Right of mere Presbyters 
to Ordain from Scripture, and, 27, That after Accounts 
are of no Value 1n this Caſe. 

W hat his Scriptural Arguments amount to, the Reader 
1s to judge. If they are clear and certain, I grant, the 
Queſtion is ended without further Enquiry. But if they 
are (as J doubt not but the impartial will eaſily perceive 
they are) far otherwiſe, and the Arguments on our ſide 
this Queſtion, taken from the Scripture conſider d alone, do 

| but 
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but probably infer the Concluſion (as to me I confeſs the 
ſeem to do no more) Or, if the thing be left perfectly du- 
bious 1n pure Scripture, I cannot imagine with what Face 
of Reaſon it can be pretended, that the beſt After-accounts, 
and the general Practice of the Church, ſoon after the 
Apoſtles Times, ought to be eſteem'd of no Moment in 
ſuch a Cafe as this. I cannot conceive, why the old pious 
Fathers of the Chriſtian Church ſhould deſerve leſs Credit, 
than other Ancients, as to Facts equally within their re- 
{ſpective Cognizance. But I plainly ſee, that ſuch a Diſpa- 
ragement of them is extremely adapted to ſer ve the Cauſe 
of Turks, Jews, Infidels and Hereticks. And if the ori- 
ginal Settlement of any Society, as to the ſeveral Degrees 
of it's Officers, and their reſpective Powers, is not in Rea- 
ſon to be judg'd of by che ancienteſt Uſage that appears, 
for want of more expreſs and authentick Evidence, eſpe- 
cially where a Deviation from the original Settlement is, for 

articular Reaſons, improbable to have been ſo early made, 
I ſhall deſpair of ever knowing what is reaſonable to guide 
our Judgment 1n ſuch Caſes. And that the Apoltolical 
Settlement of Eccleſiaſtical Polity ſhould be univerſally, 
or generally, ſer alide the next Age after the Apoſtles, is 
for particular Reaſons highly improbable :. though tis 
what muſt have happen'd if Epiſcopacy were not the Apo- 
ſtolical Settlement. 

Let us now ſee what my Ad verſary objects againſt the 
Streſs I lay upon the Teſtimony and Practice of the Ages 
next ſucceeding the Apoſtolick. 

He ſays, Def. Part 2. p. 24, 25. that the Scripture alone 
7s our Rule; and if we find nothing therein for any Pra- 
crice, we are not to be determin'd by the Teſtimony and 
Practice of any other Perſons, whoever they be. Here the 
Expreſſion of finding nothing in Scripture for any Practice 
is very looſe. We may be ſaid to find ſomething in Seri- 
pture for a Practice, when we can raiſe any probable Con- 
jectures from thence for it. And in this Senſe we main- 
tain, that we do find ſomething in Scripture for the 
Practice of reſtraining mere Presbyters from Ordain- 
ing by themſelves, or, what is all one, againſt Preſ- 
byterian Ordination. We think we have more for our 

G 2 ſide 
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fide of the Queſtion, than Presbyterians for theirs in Scri- 
ture. 

But ſuppoſe a Queſtion to be left dubious or uncertain 
to the beſt of our Underſtandings, after an impartial Con- 
ſideration of all that may ſeem to relate to it in Scripture. 
Muſt no other Evidence, that offers it- ſelf, be admitted 
in ſuch a Caſe? What Reaſon is there for that? Or, ra- 
ther, is it not againſt all Reaſon? He that will not admit 
of any rational Evidence, in a Caſe which the Scripture iſ 
hath not clearly determin'd, is, in my Judgment, to be 
look'd upon as one that ſhuts his Eyes againſt the Light, 
and therefore not fit to be argu'd with. And he that will 
not allow ancient Teſtimony and Practice to be rational 
Evidence, in ſome Caſes, deſerves little more Regard. And 
that they are ſo particularly in the Caſe in hand, ſup- 
poling the Scripture it-ſelf to leave it without any certain 
Determination, is manifeſt from the Conſiderations which 
have been frequently deduc'd at large by the Writers of | 
our ſide, and ſufficiently by my ſelf in the Premiſes, 

I apprehended that the Proteſtant Principle of the Suffi- 
ciency of the Rule of Scripture would be objected, accord- 
ing to Cuſtom, though againſt Reaſon to our Plea from 
Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity: and therefore I endeavour'd to 
- anticipate any Objection of that Kind. Rem. 'q 61, 62, 63. 

But my Adverſary would not forego ſo popular a Topick 

I faid that zbere ig a Fallacy in this Matter, and that it 
lies in not diſtinguiſhing between abſolute and conditional, 
expreſs and virtual. After which I proceeded in theſe i 
Words, The true Proteſtant Principle is, That the Seri- 
Plure is a perfef? and ſufficient Huli of Faith and Man- 
ners, as that ſignifies, a Rule that contains all thoſe Truths, 
<which are abſelutely nece//ary to be expreſly believ d, and 
all thoſe Laus, which are abſolutely neceſſary to be expre/ly 
obey'd, in order 10 Salvation by the Goſpel Covenant. But 
this hinders not but that there may be, and are, many 
Truths which are not contain d in Scripture, and ſuch 40 
as many times affett onr religions Conduct; and which we 
are bound at all times virtually (1. e. in readineſs of Mind) 
fo believe (for ſo we are tobeheve all Truth) and therefore 
alſo expreſly to ap it, on Condition of their being ſulſi. 
| rently 
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ptly propos d to us; nor can we tolerably diſcharge the 
ties of Life (taught us in the general in Scripture) with- 
frequently enquiring after ſuch unſcriptural Truths. 
d this I illuſtrated by Inſtances : of which more anon. 

ow Mr. P. Def. Part 2. p. 107. having tranſcrib'd the 
going Words in part from Rem. p. 61. adds truly that 
. 63. I ſuppoſe there may be a.Caſe, wherein we may 
d Information, which the Scripture doth not reach, 
ſay, that wrilfully to refuſe or neglect ſuch Information, 
much more to act againſt the Light of it, is, doubtleſs, 
mning Sin. 
\nd what Anſwer doth he make to all this? Why, 
hs (faith he, 19 me is no other than a Chntradiction. 
or if the Seripture 1s a perfect Rule of all 7 muſt ex- 
rely believe, as neceſſary to Salvation ; then there can 
ge 120 Truth, the expreſs Belief of which is neceſſary to 
| Walvation, or the not believing which is damning, except 
be contain'd in the Scripture. And to ſuppoſe it ſuffi- 
rently propos'd, will not help the Matter; for it cannot 
e ſufficiently propos d, but from the Scripture ; that is, 
can no otherwiſe be prov'd to be reveal'd as the Mind 
Bud Will of God. But, ſuppoſe no Truth can be prov'd, 
 Wels from Scripture, to be reveal d as the Mind and Will 
God; can no Truth be ſufficiently propos'd, but 
at is reveal c? May we reaſonably or ſafely reject all 
zht but that of Revelation? It cannot be prov'd to be 
eal'd, that the Succeſſion to the Crown of G. Pritain 
s limited by Act of Parliament to the Princeſs Sophra, 
| the Heirs of her Body, being Proteſtants. Can it not 
refore be prov'd at all fo as to challenge the Belief of 
zalonable Man? Or, can a Man with a good Conſcience 
iſe to own K. George's Title to the Crown, as not ſuffi- 
ntly propos'd to him, becauſe it depends on ſeveral 
s, which cannot be prov'd by Scripture ? Or, can that 
n be a good Chriſtian, who when a Neighbour claims 
Debt of him, and offers to prove it, ſhall ſay, If you 
prove it by Scripture or Revelation, well and good; but 
ou pretend to bring in human Teſtimony, I ſhall not 
ard that > Mr. P. ſure, cannot anſwer theſe Queſtions 
hout acknowledging what I contend for, vis, 2 
| ome 
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ſome Truths, not to be prov'd by Scripture, may be oth 
wiſe ſufficiently propos d, ſo as in Reaſon to challenge. 
Aſſent to them, or Admiſſion of them; and that wilf 
to reject the Evidence that is to be had for ſuch Truth 
in many Caſes at leaſt, a wilful, and therefore a damn 
Sin. If Mr. P. will not ſee this, it is, however, 
viouſly manifeſt to all impartial Conſiderers. 
Tis poſſible Mr. P. may ſay, that by | ſuffictently | 
2 ] he meant ſufficiently for the Purpoſe of being 
tev'd fide divina, with ſuch Faith as is due to the T 
mony of God. But 'tis hardly poſſible he ſhould th 
that was my Meaning. I never pretended, never thouę 
never (to wy Cho windes) {poke as if I thought, that 
Apoſtolica! Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, or the No-right 
mere Presbyters to Ordain, was to be believ'd with 
a Faith, on Acconnt of the Teſtimony and Practice 
the Primitive Church after the Apoſtles, or with any ot 
Aſſent on that Account, than ſuch as we give to cred! 
human Teſtimony, or to the Concluſions of human! 


ſon. Nor have I yet inſiſted that thoſe Points are at 


Matters of Divine Faith. But this I have and muſt in 


upon, that human Evidence, in numberleſs Caſes, n 


in Conſcience be not only admitted, but ſought after, 
cauſe otherwiſe we cannot tolerably diſcharge the Du 
of Life in Application of the Rules of Scripture. An 


inſiſt in particular, chat if the Points aforeſaid cannot 


certainly prov'd or diſptov'd by Scripture alone, that 


dence, though but humane, which ariſes from the Ti 


mony and Practice of the ſaid Primitive Church ought! 
to be rejected. And I think tis very plain, that I h 
Reaſon on my ſide. 


In giving an Inſtance of ſuch Truths, as, though M 


contain d in Scripture, we are concern'd to know, to 
end that we may rightly diſcharge the Duties taught u 
Scripture, I faid, Rem. p. 62. that we cannot pay that 
dience, which by Scripture we owe 10 thoſe, that have 
Rule over us, without knowing who the particular Per| 
are: and lis impoſſible to know that (according ta ei 
the Enifcopal or Presbyterian Scheme ) by con ſultiug 
Scripture only. To this Mr. P. very ſurprizingly, beca 
ag 


. 
inſt common Senſe, replies, p. 107. hat 7 am miſtaken 
hinking we cannot know who the particular Perſons are, 
om We are 10 obey, by conſulting the Scripture only. For 
re is no other Rule than the Scripture, by which we are 
Wdpe of Men's Pretences in this Caſe. And can then 
Members of Mr. P.'s Congregation really tell, by con- 
ing the Scripture only, that Mr. P. is a Miniſter of 
riſt duly call'd > Can they prove by Scripture only, 
Wt he was ever Ordain'd, or pretended to be Ordain'd ? 
(co allow for once his Rule of Succeſs) can they prove 
Scripture alone, that he hath had Succeſs in his acting as 
liniſter; or, that he ever has acted as a Miniſter 2 Or, If 
re be any other Mark in Scripture proper to God's Mi- 
ers, can they prove by Scripture that the ſame belongs 
Mr. .? If they can prove, or reaſonably judge of theſe 
ngs, or any of them, without conſulting their own 
-Mpcricnce, or human Teſtimony : or, if their own Expe- 
Mace, or human Teſtimony be Scripture I have done. 
gave another Inſtance, ibid. in theſe Words, Nor can 
know by the Scripture it: ſelf (at leaſt not in all Caſes) that 
s or that Book 15, or 1s not Canonical, and to be accounted 
the Word of God. To which Mr. P. makes no Anſwer. 
d ſo it remains in full Force, as an Inſtance ſhewing, 
t a Regard may be due to other Evidence, beſides that 
cripture, in Queſtions of very great Moment, and 
fe too relating to Religion. And 'tis eaſy to make a 
ler Uſe of this Obſervation. For if ſtrong Arguments 
y be, as doubtleſs they may be, drawn from the Teſti- 
ny and Practice of the Primitive Church after the Apo- 
s, towards determining the Canon of Scripture ; why 
duld the ſame Topicks be of no Value, when appli'd to 
eſtions about the Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy ? 
And now I might make uſe of the ſame Tranſition, 
ich Mr. P. doth in this Place. But tis needleſs to ar- 
againſt Men, when they talk after this looſe rate. 1 will 
pretend to cope with him in Fluency of Style, or Ex- 
lence in Controverſy. But whether of us two talks af- 
the looſer rate, I am willing indifferent Readers ſhould 
ge. Nor would 1 ſooner deſire they ſhould pitch upon 
Wy Particular of our Debate, to form their Judgment 


up- 


r ' 
upon, than that which I have juſt now been rec 
{idering. 

As to the Paſſage which he commends to ne ou 
Mr. ChiHlingworth's famous Book, c. 6. .. 56, I have e 
ſider'd it, and do verily believe, that there is nothing 
it, which, when fairly interpreted, contradicts what 1h 
maintain d as to the Regard or Credit due to the And 
Church. If Mr. Chilling worth contradicts me in this 
ſpect, I am ſure he muſt contradict himſelf allo. W 
Chap. 2. he acknowledges over and over, that the Cat 
of Scripture is to be believ d upon the Tradition of 
Church. He ſays, $. 27. of that Chap. hat rhe Sue 
whether ſuch or ſuch a Book be Canonical Scripture cat 
be decided affirmatively, but only by the Teſlimony of 
Ancient Churches. Aud, S. 43. he allows that a Att 
tion, not univerſal, may be ſufficient to make conſide 
Men receive Hooks for Canonical. And I cannot but tt 
Mr. P. will allow the ſame; how conſiſtently with him 
let him conſider. But what is moſt remarkable is, 
this Mr. Chilling worth is the very Man who hath den 
{trated (as his own Term is) the Apoſtolical Inſtitut 
of Epiſcopacy, from the Reception it had in the Chu 
in the ſecond Century: So that in effect he is here qui 
againſt me for defending his own Argument. Which 

ument too was (very kindly to me, though without 
Knowledge) reprinted at the End of my Remarks, I 
very well ſatisfied, as I ſaid, of this great Author's CE 
ſiſtency with himſelf in this Matter. And as for wha 
to the preſent Purpoſe in the Paſſage to which Mr. P. re 
me, I take it to amount to no more than this, whiil 
grant, vis. That the Proteſtant Principle obliges us 
to teach or hold any thing as Matter of Divine Faith, 
an Eſſential of Religion, which 1s not found in Script 
or may not be certainly proy'd from it. 
Mr. P. I obſerve, hath particularly mark'd out ii 
Words in it, by Difference of Character, for my Obſei 
tion, Councils againſt Councils, ſome Fathers againſt oil 
the ſame Fathers againſt themſetues [1 add, though no 
mark'd out by Mr. P.] a Conſent of Fathers of one 
againſt 4 Conſent of Fathers of another Ae, the Ch. 


one Ape againſt the Church of another Ae. Theſe things 
t. 2 fees plainly and with bis own Eyes. Bur 
eſe things may be true of ſome Ages, and in reſpect to 
ne Matters of Opinion or Judgment, or remote Fact; 
d yet Credit may be due to a Conſent of ancient Chriſtian 
tthers, Councils and Hiſtorians in other Matters of Fact. 
r. C. thought ſo, as well as I: and I hope all ſober Di- 
Ines do the ſame : the contrary being as well ſcandalous 
che Chriſtian Name, as unreaſonably Sceptical. 
Nor is Mr. P. more fortunate in the other Author which 
recommends to me, Dr. Whitby De S. Scripturarum 
erpretatione ſecundum Patrum commentarios. As to the 
rticular Paſſage, which my Adverſary cites, there is no- 
ing in it againſt giving Credit to the ancient Fathers in 
atters of Fact, or againſt arguing for Apoſtolical Inſtitu- 
on from the Practice of the Church ſoon after the Apo- 
les. In ſhort, there is nothing in it to the preſent Pur- 
fe. But elſewhere there is. For Pref. Sect. J. p. 63. 
is learned Doctor expreſly declares his judgment, that 
e Primitive Fathers are competent Witneſſes of Fact in 
ume Caſes, and that particularly in their Teſtimonies de 
io Scrripturrs in Ecclzſid lectis, 8 d uhοονj,! receptit, at 
\ Mip/ict Ordine Paſtorum in Ecclefia, de Ordinatione ad ſa- 
a officia 4 ſolis Epiſcopis praſtanaa, i. e. concerning the 
I. Scriptures read and receiv d without Controverſy in the 
reb; concerning three Orders of Paſtours in the Church, 
id concerning Ordination 10 holy Offices to be perform d by 
Hops only. He inſtances in others alſo, and adds of them 
l, and ſuch like, Nec enim ration: conſonum eſt tam Orien- 
lis quam Occidentalis Ecckfie Antiſtitibus in iis fidem 
„. Siquidem Viros tam ſanetos nec in is fallere 
uiſſe, nec ſine animo mendaci fallere potuiſſe, certiſſimum 
. 1, e. For it is unreaſonable to refuſe Credit to the Chiefs, 
oth of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Church in thoſe things. 
mce tis very certain, that Men ſo boly would not willingly 
ecerve, nor could deceive, without being willing, in thoſe 
pecrs. And this Dr. Whizby too hath given us juſt ſuch 
other Demonſtration, as Mr. Chilling worth s, of the Apo- 
olical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, in his Preface to the 
piſtle of St. Paul to Titus. Where I defire theſe his 
H Words 
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Words may be particularly noted, Now there can be 
ſtronger Proof of ſuch a Matter of Fae, than the gene 
Senſe, and concurring Practice of the Chriſtian Church, ® 

the Ages next ſucceeding the Apoſtles. The Matter of Fs 
he ſpeaks of is the Appointment of a ſtanding Order 
Biſhops (ſuperiour to mere Presbyters) by the Apoſtles 
- Whereas therefore Mr. P. refers me to Mr. Chilling wor 
and Dr. Whitby, to learn from them to lay leſs ſtreſs on t 

Teſtimony and Practice of the Ancient Church; the Tru 
s, that I have been confirm'd in my Sentiments, on ii 
Subject, by theit concurring Judgment ; and by the Lig 
wherein they have ſet the Argument for Epiſcopacy fr 
that Topick, in their Performances before remembre 
which I wiſh all my Readers were acquainted with; 
alſo with the Biſhop of Bangors Vindication of the Suff 
ciency, and Credibility of the Teſtimony of the Ancie 
Writers concerning the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſc 
acy, in his Brief” Defence of Epiſcopal Oraination. I thin 
38 that 1 my-ſelf have more than ſufficiently x 
ſwer'd all the Objections, which my Adverſary hath mad 
againſt that Uſe of Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, on which ot 
greateſt Argument, in my Eſteem, againſt Presbyterian O 

dination is partly founded. | 

So that if the Queſtion about a permanent Order of M 
niſters, ſuperiour to mere Presbyters, and that about i 
Subject of the Power of Ordination, be not with any Ce 
tainty decided in Scripture on the Presbyterian fide, as 
think it very plain they are not, and if withal the Teſ: 
mony and Practice of ſubſequent Antiquity be, with graf 
Conſent, on the Epiſcopal fide, as certainly they are, * 
ought in all Reaſom to be concluded thereby. 


SECT. VII. 1 


Of our Argument from Timothy and Titus. Mr. P.s 2 
fence f the firſt Particular of his Anſwer to it large 
conſider d. | 


I proceed now to conſider the particular Scriptural A 
gument for the Epiſcopal Order, and againſt Presbyteris 
Ordination, drawn from the Epiſtles of St. Paul to 7 7motl 
and Titus, as by me defended, - 

T 
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This Argument, where J firſt entred upon the Conſide- 
tion of it, Rem. p. 29. I thus exprefs'd, Our Writers on 
is Subjef? do generally, aud with Reaſon, alledee them 
e. Timothy and Titus) as Scriptural Precedents, giving 
ſiderable Countenance to our Cauſe ;, in that they were 
ple Perſons having the Power of Ordination, and chief 
ernment in the Churches of Epheſus and Crete reſpe- 
wely, committed to them by an Apoſtle, with a Charge 
1d Directions for the Work of Oraination ſo particularly 
ven to them, that to all Appearance they only were then 
S ruſted with it, the one at Epheſus, aud the other in Crete. 
And whereas Mr. P. granting hat Timothy and Titus 
"Were ſuperiour to other Miniſt:rs (meaning Presbyters, no 
Wubt) allerted Ser. p. 33. that they had no Succeſſors in 
bat wherein they were ſuperiour to them, and gave that as 
e firſt Particular of his Anſwer to our Argument afore- 
id, as by him ſtated, I replied in theſe Words, Rem. 
29, 30. Now we ſay, and it plainly appears from the 
W9:/tes of St. Paul to Timothy and Titus, not only that 
hey were ſuperiour to other Miniſters, viz. to ordinary Preſ- 
ters and Deacons, but that they were ſuperiour 19 them, 
their reſpecrive Churches of Epheſus aud Crete, in a Mat- 
F perpetual Uſe and Need, viz. in tbe Authority of Co- 
rument, and particularly in the Power of Ordination. 
hence it is evident, that in them we have Scripture Pre- 
dents, or Examples of Prelacy, or, of Officers ſuperiour 
> mere Presbyters, governing the Church in chief, with 
uthority as well over Clergy as Laity, and intruſted 
ih the Buſineſs of Ordination, within their reſpeckiue 
pounds. And this their Superiority being in a Matter of 
ch a Nature, as required no extraordinary Gifts, it is to 
e preſum'd that they were to have Succeſſors in it, and 
bat the Form of Government, thus ſettled by the Apoſile, 
as intended for Continuance, till good Reaſon ſhall appear 
the contrary, That is, this is to be preſum'd, till good 
eaſon ſhall appear to the contrary. 

To this Mr. P. makes anſwer, Def. Part 2. p. 25. G 
1829. in ſeven Remarks. 

The Firſt is to this effect, that my Scheme is very diſa- 
\ W'ccable to the Siyle of the NM. Teſtament, in that 7 — 
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Titus Bſhop of Crete, and conſequently muſt hold, there 
but one Church in that whole Zland whereas the M Teff 
ment (he ſays) never repreſents the Chriſtians of ſe 
Cities in a Country as making one Church. But now I ha 
not, in the Words before us, call'd Titus Biſhop 
Crete : and if by Ziſhop, he means i ſhop of Cre 
I have no where pretended it may be prov'd from Sc 
pture, that he was in that Senſe Biſhop of Crete. A 
where in this Paragraph I baye us'd the Word Charch, 
the ſingular Number, it will ſerve my Purpoſe as well, 
a Part of Chriſt's Church be ſubſtituted in it's room. Iii 
but a verbal Difference, and makes no Alteration at all 
wy Scheme, or rather in my Argument. For whether 
no the Scripture ever repreſents the Chriſtians of ſever 
Cities in a Country as making one Church, it repreſen 
thoſe of the ſeveral Cities of Crete as under one chief Gil 
vernor, Titus, at leaſt for a time. Which is all th 
I at preſent contend for, in relation to him. Tho' I 
not ſee how any one can be ſure, that the Scripture nevr 
uſes the Term Church to comprehend the Chriſtians of {| 
veral Cities, and that without meaning the Church un 
verſal; or, particularly, that the Church of Zphe/ulf 
Rev. 2. 1. extended not to other Cities under that Metry 
polis. But I mean not to enter into that Diſpute : and ii 
all one to me, whether it be ſaid that Titus had Epiſcop 
Authority over the Church, or the Churches of Crete, 
that Part of Chriſt's Church which was in Crete. I clai 
the thing: Mr. P. may take his Choice of the Expreſionl 
His ſecond Remark, on the foregoing Pallage of my RY 
marks, is, 7 hat he can ſee no reaſon that evidences, Tu 
was ever a fix d Miniſter in Crete, or Timothy n Epheſu 
But I wonder what Occaſion he had to remark this again 
me, who, neither in the Paſſage he is anſwering, nor an 
where elle, urge their being fix d Miniſters in thoſe Place 
or argue upon that Suppolition ; as is particularly man 
teſt from Rem. p, 36, 37. 56. I do not, nor ever did, it 
liſt that we have in either Timothy, or Titus a Scripture 
Precedent of a fix'd Dioceſan Biſhop, but only of a Pre 
late-Biſhop, Prelatically governing a Church or Churche 
whether fix'd to a particular Diſtrict or not. For, in * 
0 


e 

Notion, as a Biſhop (peculiarly ſo call d) is eſſentially no 
more than one of a ſtanding Order in Chriſt's Church, ſu- 
periour to mere Presbyters, ſo that Church-Government 1s 
Epiſcopal or Prelatical, wherein the chief Authority is aſ- 
ſign d to a Perſon or Perſons of that Order. The fixing 
of ſingle Biſhops, in particular Diſtricts, is another Mat- 
ter; which probably (as I, after other more learned Epi- 
ſcopal Writers think) was a Work of Time, and not ge- 
nerally done, till towards the End of the Apoſtolical Days. 
Whereas yet I doubt not but all Churches, from the Be- 
ginning, were under Prelatical Government, in the Per- 
ſons of the Apoſtles, and others of the Epiſcopal Order; 
who employ'd their more ſpecial Cares, and exercis d their 
el ſuperiour Authority jointly or ſeverally, here or there, as 
en they ſaw Occaſion, or as the H. Ghoſt more immediately 
directed: till that Settlement, which was to be (and which 
thi was more fit to be) laſting, that of fix d Epiſcopacy, in 
due time, took place; as the extraordinary State of the 
vill Church gradually conceded to that, which was to be or- 
dinary. | 
an In all the Premiſes I have taken and us'd the Term fix'd 
ſa tor fix'd for Life, or at leaſt, without Purpoſe of removal, 
iu where tis us d of Perſons. For though we ſometimes ſay 
that a Man is fix'd for a time, where he is deternnn'd to 
W ſtay for any conliderable Space, that is not, doubtleſs, ſuch 
fixing as Mr. P. ſpeaks of; who cannot want Evidence 
i that Timothy and Titus were in that Senſe fix'd for a time, 
oF the one at obe ſus, or wherever the firſt Epiſtle was ſent 
to him, and the other in Creze. 

l The Drift of Mir. P.'s third Remark is to ſhew, That if 
WW Titus was a r Honifter in Crete, tis moſt reaſonable, 
uy according to toe Epiſcopal Scheme, to look upon him (as 
D. Hammond %) rather as an Archbiſhop, than a Biſhop ; 
2 that ſome of them, whom he was to Ordain, were 10 
Lare the Power of Ordination. And if this be ſo, (lays 
be) Gere is really no Evidence at all of the Epiſcopal 
= © Scheme. For ſiuce the Apoſtle makes no Oiſtinctiůon, all 
« the Presbyters he Tce 


was to Ordain, may as well 


« be underſtood to have bad the Power of Ordination, as 


% ſome. And yet, if they were all to have that * 
chat 
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that would not deſtroy the Evidence there is in St. Paul 
Epiſtle to Titus, that he was to be for a time, at leaſt, chief 
Governor of the Church or Churches in Crete, and fo a 
Scripture-Precedent for a Monarchical Government; which 
makes ſomewhat ſure for the Epiſcopal Scheme. © Beſides 
the Evidence will remain for Titus's having the Power of 
Ordination in himſelf; which is an Argument thar that 
Power was not intended to be lodg'd in Presbyteries, but 
in ſingle Perſons of a ſuperiour Order. Here it mult be 
noted, that the Phraſe of Ordaining x«]2 ma mgoColiges, 
Tit. 1, 5. will well enough bear Dr. Zammond's Inter- 
pretation of a Presbyter in each City. Nay, we are ob- 
lig'd not to underſtand it determinately of ſevera/ Preſ- 
byters in a City, by reaſon of what follows, v. 6. 4 ms, 
&c. if any (i. e. if any one) be blameleſs, the husband of 
one wife, &c. unleſs we will make the Apoſtle ſpeak fo in- 
congruoully, as to order Titus to ordain ſeveral, if any 
one were qualified. It is barely allowable to underſtand 
it of Presbyters, one or more, in a City. So that what 
Powers ſoever they were to have or not to have, whom 
Titus was to Ordain, it doth by no means appear from 
St. Paul's Words; that there were to be more than 
one of them in a City. And therefore here is nothing to 
infer, either that the Power of Ordaining was lodg'd in 
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Presbyteries, or that there were more Officers than one | 


with that Power in a City; though we ſhould ſuppoſe all 
the Presbyters to be ordain'd by Titus were to have it. 
But after all, what Reaſon have we to ſuppoſe this of 


all, or any of them? I mean of thoſe, concerning whom | 


to be ordain'd, St. Paul ſpeaks in his Epiſtle to Titus. 


Mr. Y. argues thus, According to the Style of the NM. Te- 
ce ſtament, each City had it's Church, and, according to the 
* Notion of Epiſcopal Writers, each Church had it's Biſhop : 
c and unleſs be | Titus] be allow'd to have ordain'd ſome 
& Hiſhops, as well as ſome Presbyters, how could he, ac- 
* cording 10 this Scheme, do his Part to ſecure a Succeſſion? 
But the Anſwer is very eaſy, whether Titus were, or were 
not a fix'd Miniſter in Crere ; in the Determination of 


3 my Argument from Timothy and Titus is not con- 
cern d. | 


It 
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If he were not a fix'd Miniſter there, it will not at all 
appear, that it was his Part to ſecure a Succeſſion of Mini- 
ſters, but only to ſupply every City with as many fix d ones 
as there was preſent Occaſion for, when the Apoſtle left 
him there. If he were, he might do his Part to ſecure a 
Succeſſion of Miniſters in that Iſland, by Ordaining Biſhops 
(peculiarly ſo call'd) as ſoon as it was neceſſary, though 
the Presbyters or Biſhops, -of whoſe ordaining St. Paul 
wrote to him, and who were then forthwith to be Ordain'd, 
were of the lower Order bearing that Denomination. One 
of the higher Order, for ought appears, might ſuffice for 
all the Cretan Churches, in thoſe Beginnings of Chriſtia- 
nity : and when one could no longer well ſuffice, Titus, 
with or without a further Direction from St. Paul, might 
MW ordain more. And if thereupon he him: ſelf would be- 
come an Archbiſhop, I have no concern to leſſen his Dig- 
, & nity. Here I delire it may be remembred in regard to the 
former Part of my Anſwer in this Parahraph, that 1 ſup- 
 ÞÞ poſe the peculiar Epiſcopal Offices were for a good while 
Nat firſt perform'd, for moſt Churches, by the Apoſtles and 
other unfix'd Officers of the Epiſcopal Character. And this 
I ſuppole, becauſe J do not find any Evidence in Scripture 
of their being perform'd, in thoſe Times, by any fixed 
EK Officers, unleſs by St. James of Jeruſalem, by T imothy 
and Titus, and by the Angels of the Seven Churches in 
the Revelations ; if they were all fixed, | 
I had like to have forgot the former Part of Mr. P.'s 
reaſoning before quoted: whereby he would prove, that 
ſome at leaſt, of thoſe to be ordain'd by Titus were to 
have the Power of Ordination; viz. becaule, according 10 
the Style of the N. Teſtament, each City bad it's Church, 
and, according to the Notion of Epiſcopal Writers, each 
Church had it's Biſhop, 1. e. 1n the peculiar Senſe of the 
Word. But to this it will be enough to ſay here, that it 
is far from being the general Notion or Opinion of Epi- 
ſcopal Writers, that every Church (ſo term'd according to 
Scripture-Language) or that the Chriſtians of every City 
had a peculiar diſtinct Biſhop at the Time of St. Paul's 
Epiſtle to Titus, i. e. ſuch a Biſhop as did not bear the 
lame Relation to any other the like Church or Wer 
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of Chriſtians. *Tis, I believe, on the contrary the gene- 
ral Opinion of Epiſcopal Writers, that moſt Churches were 
for a while after their Converſion without each a ſeparate 
Biſhop. I will mention one, who hath fully expreſs d 
him-ſelf in this Caſe, Mr. 7 h nde Prim. Gov. of Churches, 
Chap. 3- Mr. P. takes a ſtrange Liberty in adopting No- 


tions into the Epiſcopal Scheme, or aſcribing them to Epi- 


ſcopal Writers in general, when as by him repreſented, 
they are at moſt but the Notions of a few; and, perhaps, 
his own Imaginations. 

In his fourth Remark he grants, hat Timothy and Ti. 
tus were ſuperiour to ordinary Presbyters and Deacons in the 
reſpectiue Churches Epheſus and Crete, but then he judge. 
they were ſo in all Churches where they came, by virtue of 
their extraordinary Gifts and Office, and therefore no Pre- 
cedents for fixed Biſhops, but, if any thing, for untix'd 
Officers with ſuch a Superiority, as they had: blaming us 
for inſiſting ſo much on their Superiority in Zpheſus and 
Crete, when (as he ſays) they had the ſame in whatever 
other Places they happened to be. 

Now I infilted on their Superiority in thoſe Churches 
particularly, whither St. Paul's Epiſtles were written to 
them, for theſe Reaſons, 1ſt, Becauſe it doth not fo plainly 
appear, that they had a proper Epiſcopal Superiority in 
other Churches as in thoſe. 2½, Becauſe they were plac'd 
in thoſe, with that Superiority, by an Apoſtle, and for 
ſome conſiderable Continuance at leaſt, whence tis the 
more likely that the Apoſtles intended a laſting Settlement 
of that Kind. 3%, Becauſe the beſt After-accounts re. 
preſent Timothy and Titus as Biſhops of thoſe Churches 


which Conſideration may be allow'd to direct one in the 


Choice of a Scriptural- Argument, though not to make a 
Part of it. And theſe things, I conceive, may have had 
their Weight with other Epiſcopal Writers in their Choice, 
and Management of this Argument. And as I, for my Part, 
have nor yet pleaded for fixed Biſhops, from the Scriptw | 
ral Account of Timothy and Titus; ſo neither have I Oc- 
caſion, nor do I think there is Reaſon to plead for unfix'd 
ones in Oppoſition to ſuch as are fix d. When Mr. P. hath 
granted me a ſtanding Order of Miniſters ſuperiour to 

mere 
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mere Presbyters, we will then conſider, if he pleaſes, whe- 


ther they ought to be fix'd or unfix d; or, whether there 


may not lawfully be ſome of both ſorts. 

As for his accounting for what Superiority Timothy and 
Titus had, from their extraordinary Gifts and Office, I look 
upon that to be the principal Part of his Anſwer to our 
Argument, and therefore ſhall take the firſt Opportunity 
given me in his Defence of conſidering it at large. And 
here 

if, I lay it down as a Principle, That the Polity or 
Oeconomy of the Church of Chriſt, as it ſtood under the 
Apoſtles, is to be taken as intended for Continuance, ſo far 
forth as there is no ſpecial. Reaſon to believe the contrary. 
This, I think, is admitted on all Sides. And to deny it 
is to diſcard all Scripture-Precedents at once, as being of no 
Force in this Matter. For if an Alteration may be ſup- 
pos'd, without ſpecial Reaſon, in one reſpect, 1t may as 
well in any other, where there is no ſpecial Reaſon againſt 
it: and then 'tis not the Precedent of what was the Oeco- 
nomy under the Apoſtles that is of Force, as ſuch, but the 
ſpecial Reaſon for disbelieving an Alteration. 

2%, I obſerve, that if ſuch or ſuch Perſons were in ſome 
reſpects extraordinary Officers, that is no Reaſon againſt 
ſuppoling they were to have Succeſſors in other reſpects, 
wherein they do not appear to have been extraordinary. 
For not only all the ordinary Miniſters of Chriſt are, in 
ſome reſpects, Succeſlors to ſuch as were extraordinary in 
other reſpects, but all thoſe alſo who were, in ſome re- 
ſpects, extraordinary, had Sueceſſors in other reſpects. 

3, It may be obſerv'd, that Evangeliſts fo call d in the 


N. Teſtament, were not in all reſpects extraordinary Offi- 


cers. They ſeem rather indeed to have been extraordinary 
Perſons in Office, than Perſons in any extraordinary Office. 
At molt, if their Office was in ſome Circumſtances extraor- 
dinary, it doth not appear to have been ſo in the main. And 
that may be the Reaſon, why, though Evangeliſts are men- 
tion d, Epb. 4. 11. after Apoſiles and Prophets, and before 
Paſtors and Teachers, yer 1 Cor. 12. 28. Teachers are ex- 
prelly aſſign d the third Place in the Roll of Church Offi- 
cers, and Evangeliſts de a Place at all. God 5 
ä 27 
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ſet ſome in the Church, firſt Apoſiles, ſecondarily Prophets, 
thirdly Teachers, &c. The Reaſon of this, I ſay, per- Int 
haps was, becauſe, though Evangeliſts were extraordinary 
Perſons, and thereby in Dignity ſuperiour to any ordr lf 
nary Paſtors or Teachers, yer 1n reſpect of their Office, or 1 
any main Part of it, they were not ſo. However, the 
Work they were moſt eſpecially deſign'd for, and from” 
which they had their Denomination, was no other than 
what ordinary Miniſters are authoriz d for, and in Part de- 
voted to, vig. Preaching the Goſpel to the unconverted. 

4, From the Premiſes it plainly follows, that, ſup- 
poling both Timotiy and Titus were Evangeliſts, or in 
ſome other reſpect extraordinary Officers, the Preſumption Þþ 
will ſtill lie for their having Succeſſors, as they were 
Church. Governors ſuperiour (not in Dignity only, but) in 
Authority to common Presbyters, unleſs they do particularly | 
appear to have been, in that reſpect, extraordinary Ofh- 
cers. Otherwiſe we muſt ſuppoſe the Oeconomy of the 
Church to have been alter'd from what it was under the 
hs. farther than we have any ſpecial Reaſon for ſup- 

ing it. c 

hy After all, as it is not pretended that Timothy and 
Titus were extraordinary Officers, otherwiſe than as being | 
Evangeliſts, ſo it is far from appearing that they were in 
the peculiar Senſe Evangeliſts. Nothing is offer'd towards 
proving Titus to have been one, but his ſeeming to have 
been ſuch another Officer as Timothy; which he might be 
in many reſpeCts, and yet not be an Evangeliſt, if Timothy 
was one. But what I would chiefly obſerve here is, that 
there is no Proof that Tĩimotby himſelf was one. For 
though Mr. P. Serm. p. 33. ſaith 'tis certain he was one, 
becauſe St. Paul, 2 Tim. 4. 5. bids him do the work of an 
evangeliſt, I know not whether that be not rather an Ar- 
gument to the contrary : as if the Apoſtle had ſaid, 7hough 
thou ar t not in the ſirict and peculiar Senſe an Evangehſ/t, 
do thou as far as in thee lieth, ſupply the Place of one, Or, 
Be thou as dthgent in propagating the Goſpel as if thou wert 
an Evangeliſt, peculiarly ſo call d. I do not know, I am 
ſure, of any Interpretation of the Words more natural 


than one of theſe. So, if in any Book of Epiſtles I 129 
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find a Perſon exhorted to do the Work of an Ambaſſa- 
dor, a Lawyer, a Phyſician, a Guardian, a Steward, or 
the like, I ſhould for that very Reaſon rather think he 
vas not, ſtrictly ſpeaking, an Ambaſſador, or a Lawyer, 
c. than that he was. Mr. P. is very much miſtaken, 
Ihen he ſays (ibid.) that had Timothy been inferiour to 
he Evangeliſis, 'twould have been as improper to call upon 
bim 10 do the Work of one, as 'twould be to call upon a com- 
n Presbyter to do the Work of his Dioceſan. For firſt, 
It would not ſure be more improper than it is to call upon 
common Presbyter to do the Work of a Biſhop, inde- 
terminately ; and that is not ſo improper as to call upon 
him to do the Work of hig Dioceſan: which ſuppoſes him 
o have a Dioceſan, and imports the taking his Work out 
of his Hands. But ſecondly, and chiefly, a common Preſ- 
dyter is not authoriz'd to do the Work, or what may, by 
vay of Eminence, be call'd the Work of a Dioceſan Biſhop : 
hereas I ſee no Reaſon to think, but that an ordinary Mi- 
iſter of the higheſt Rank hath Authority to do the work, 
dr what in an uſual way of ſpeaking may be, and probably 
s here call'd zhe work of an evangeliſt, as being eminently, 
or molt eſpecially ſuch. Evangeliſts might well be reckon'd 
before all ordinary Miniſters (as Mr. P. ſuppoſes they are, 
ph. 4. 11.) as being in Dignity ſuperiour to them on ac- 
ount of their extraordinary Gifts, and perhaps, extraor- 
linary Call: but that they were ſuperiour to all ſuch on 
ccount of their work, as that is reaſonably to be under- 
tood, is a groundleſs Suppoſition. Yea, I am actually 
derſwaded, that there was nothing in the work of Evan- 
geliſts, properly ſo call'd, which ordinary Miniſters are 
{Wot authoriz'd to, though not alike qualified for, or in 
ach a ſpecial manner delign'd to, as were thoſe extraordi- 
ary Perſons. And probably, the Work meant, 2 Tim 4. 5. 
Was that from which they were denominated, the Work 

f preaching the Goſpel to ſuch as had not receiv'd it. 
There is no Proof therefore that Timothy, much leſs that 
[ {us was an Evangeliſt. Neither did I ever grant that 
hey were, though Mr. P. is pleas'd to call their Supe- 
lority as ſuch an agreed Superiority, Def. Part 2. p. 30. 
only let it be ſuppos'd, for Argument's lake (as I have 
1 now 
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now done again 1n the precedin g Article) and at the ſame 
time ſaid it could never be prov d: as the Reader may ee, 
Rem. p. 3 . 8 
6% If Timothy and Titus had extraordinary Gifts, tha 
were no Reaſon againſt believing they were to have Sue. 
ceſſors in the Superiority in Queſtion. For 'us molt pro · I 
bable, that they who were plac'd in an Office of ſuch Su. 
perioxity, whether they were to have Succeſlors or not, 
would not be without extraordinary Gifts, in an Agee 
wherein thoſe Gifts were ſo common, that Multitudes off 
Chriſtians in no Office had ſome of them. And that 5 
indeed the beſt Reaſon for believing, that both Timothy 
and Titus had ſuch Gifts. Which therefore ſhould well: 
grant, the Argument in hand, as by me ſtated, would hold 
good, by virtue of the Principle laid down in che firll 
oregoing Article. 

, It Timothy and Titus not only had extraordinary 
Gifts, but ſuch as would entitle them to the Superiority i 
Queſtion, as long as it doth not appear to have depended 
on ſuch their Gifts, the Preſumption will {hill lie for theit 
having Succeſſors in it. For had it not ſcem dd fit to Diff 
vine Wiſdom, that there ſhould be ſuch a Superiority off 
ſome Presbyters to others, the H. Ghoſt could eaſily have 
avoided ſuch a Diſtribution of his Gifts, as would ne- 
ceſſarily produce it. At leaſt for any thing that appears 
or that I can imagine he could. And if it did ſeem fit ul 
the H. Ghoſt, that there ſhould be ſuch an Imparity among 
Presbyters at firſt, independent, for ought appears, on ex 
traordinary Gifts, it is to be preſum'd that the like was to 
be in after-times; whatever extraordinary Gifts the fy 
perior Sort had in thoſe extraordinary Days. | 

Mr. P. I know, 1s not willing to diſtinguiſh between 
the being entir'led to a Superiority by extraordinary Gifu 
and the having it dependent on them; or, at the leall 
would have the latter a Conſequent of the former. Thi 
he intimates elſewhere, but ſpeaks out moſt fully, Df 
Part 2. p. 32. 7 cann't think it precarious (ſaich he of 
« Timothy and Titus) to ſay their Superiority depended a 
« therr extraordinarq Gifts, becauſe thoſe Gifts, as particu. 
& larly that of diſcerning Spirits, would naturally infer 7 
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me Superiority they appear to haue had. But this is juſt as 
ee, he had ſaid, / cann't think it precarious to ſay, that the 

wpertority of William ang James to Commoners depended 
ahh their Earlſhip; becauſe their Eariſhip would infer all that 
wpertority they appear to have had. And yet tis well- 
How, that in ſuch as are Earls the Superiority to Com- 
oners doth not depend upon, though it way be inferr'd 
om, their being Earls. They might have it (as Barons) 
fore they were Earls, may retain 1t when degraded from 
ing Earls, and have Succeſſors in it, without having 
uccelfors in their Earlſhip. 

8'y, I do not however grant, neither do I think it pro- 
veſſhable, that Timothy and Titus had ſuch extraordinary Gifts 
dg would entitle them to ail that Superiority they appear 
(ſo have had. That they had ſuck Gifts, or, at leaſt, that 

is more probable they had, than had not, it lies upon 
Ir. . to prove. Otherwilce, though we ſhould ſuppoſe 
{what I cannot grant) that, if they had ſuch Gifts, they 
ere to have no Succeſſors in the Superiority in Queſtion, 
his Anſwer of his would amount to no more, than that 
V Poſlibly chey might have ſuch Gifts, and ſo have no Suc- 
eſſors in the ſaid Superiority : which is. not at all incon- 
eHiltent with the utmoſt Force that I aſcribe to the preſent 
Argument in behalf of Epiſcopacy, viz. that of a pro- 
able one, For the Probability of a thing very well con- 
Wilts with a Poſſibility of the contrary. And the Uſe of 
Wcripture-Precedents towards forming a Judgment of what 
was to be in After-times comes to nothing, if, to deſtroy 
be Force of them, it be enough to ſhew, that poſſably this 
Wor that was but a temporary Diſpenſation. | 
And yet Mr. P. doth not ſo much as make any Attempt. 
to prove, that Timothy and Titus had ſuch extraordinary 
Gifts, as would infer all the Superiority they appear to 
have had. He inſtances indeed in the Gift of diſcerning 
Spirits, as ſufficient to that Purpoſe, eſpecially in the Bu- 
lineſs of Ordination: but then he forgets to prove that 
they had that Gift, Which too if he had prov'd, it would 
have lain ſtill upon his Hands to ſhew that they were ſin- 
gular in it where they were; ſince neither that, nor any 
other extraordinary Gift would place them in any Superio- 
% rey 
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rity to ſuch as had the ſame. And thoſe Gifts, which 
rightly call extraordinary, were yet very common amon 
the Chriſtians of that Day: inſomuch that it is not pre 
bable there was any Church without ſeveral, or any nume 
"ow Church without many endow'd with extraordinar 
Gifts. _ 
And this laſt Conſideration (which is ſufficiently ſup ü 
| wy by the Promiſe, ark 16. 17, 18. and the Perf 7 
formance of it as recorded, As 8. 15, & ſegg. As 10 Jy 
4. & ſeqq. and As ry. from v. 1. to v. 8) muſt in rea 
on ſatisfy us, that Timothy and Titus were not entituledſÞ't 
to that ſingular Superiority they appear to have had, by me 
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their having extraordinary Gifts in the general; ſince, 
doubtleſs, ſome of their Inferiors had ſuch Gifts as well 
as they. Neither have we any Reaſon to think, that they 
alone had any particular fort of extraordinary Gift, which, 
if they were ſingular in it, would give them the Superio-P 
rity they appear to have had; a Superiority to all others 
where they were, not in Dignity only, but Authority too, 
Where ſuch a ſuperiour Authority is pretended, Miracles 
may ſerve as a good Atteſtation to ſuch Pretence. And 
ſo any miraculous Gift might be uſeful towards proving 
ſuch a Superiority, by being exerted in Confirmation of 
the Claim to it. But then that which ſo proves it doth 
not originally give it: ſince nothing can be ſo prov'd, Þ 
which 18 not antecedently to ſuch Proof. Beſides, 'tis paſt 
reaſonable Doubt from the forequoted Scriptures, that 
ſuch extraordinary Gifts, as were, properly ſpeaking, mi- 
raculous, that is, ſuch as exerted themſelves in ſenſible 
Effects ſupernatural, were not confin'd to Miniſters in ſuch 
Supenority as Timothy and Titus. 
In ſhort, no extraordinary Gift, that I can imagine, 
could give them the Superiority they appear to have had, 
even though it were ſingular in them, unleſs it were an 
extraordinary Direction of the H. Ghoſt, aſſlurd to them 
upon all Occaſions of Government and Ordination. And 
there is no Appearance of their having that Gift. But, on 
the contrary, the Inſtructions given them by St. Paul in 
his Epiſtles to them plainly ſuppoſe they had it not. For 
to what Purpoſe ſhould he ſend them Letters of W 
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ow to carry themſelves in ſuch Matters, wherein they 
Pere ſure of the extraordinary Guidance of the Divine 
Pirit And as to that particular Branch of ſuch Gui- 
Pace, the Gift of diſcerning Spirits, in judging of Men's 
Mualifications for the Miniſtry, it doth not ſeem as if they 
d it by the Inſtructions which the Apoſtle gives them 
che Affair of Ordination: ſince he directs them both 
im 3. 4, 5. and Tit. 1,6.) to judge of Men's Fitneſs 
be intruſted with Church: Authority by the Proof they 
ve given of themſelves in the Government of their pri- 
ate Families; which is a proper Direction for ſuch as 
znnot, but improper for ſuch as can diſcern the inward 
bilities and Difpolitions of Men's Minds by an extraordi- 
ry Gift. Nor is it probable that Timothy would have 
ten directed not to make any Novice a Biſhop, /eft being 
ted up with pride he ſhould fall into the condemnation of 
e devil]; 1 Tim. 3. 6. if he had had ſuch a diſcerning Gift 
we now ſpeak of; ſince by the help of that doubtleſs, he 
| Þight have been ſufficiently ſecure of the ſteddy Humi- 
y of ſome Novices, or New Converts. And let it not 
E ſaid, that theſe Directions about Ordaining were not 
Fin d particularly for Timothys Uſe, but for that of Or- 
Piners in general: ſince, though they are an obliging 
Jule to others, yet, tis certain, they were more imme- 
Pately intended for Timothys particular Uſe. For St. Paul 
mediately ſubjoyns to them theſe Words, 1 Tim. 3. 14, 
5. Tbeſe things write 7 unto thee, hoping to come unto thee 
ortly : But if T tarry long, that T hou mayeſi know, how 
hou oughteſt to behave thy ſelf in the houſe of God, &c. 
This Suggeſtion therefore, 7 hat Timothy and Titus had 
h extraordinary Gifts, as would of courſe give them all 
e Superiority they ques to have had, being neither 
ov'd nor probable, there is no Force in it to deſtroy the 
eſumption for which I argue, they that were to have 
2 in ſuch a Superiority, as we now call Epi- 
opal. - 
And thus, I hope, I have clearly, and more than ſuffi- 
ntly invalidated that which TI take to be the principal 
Wit of Mr. P.'s Anſwer to our Argument from Timothy 
d 7;7ns, as by me ſtated. But am I in this * or 
. | Uttent 
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ſiſtent with my-ſelf? For if (as Mr. P. is pleas'd to ft - 
I rightly judge ZEvangeli/ts were endow'd with extram, 
nary Gifts of the H. Ghoſt, in order to their aſſiſting | 
Apoſtles in ſettling and governing Churches, then certain 
(if Mr. P. argues right, Def. Part 2. p. 60, 61.) hoſe d. 
iraordinary Gifts gave them the Supertority they had iu ſi 

= Hf airs over other Officers, who had not thoſe Gifts. 
| But I would ask Mr. P. Whether if a Prince {ho 
make one of his Subjects an Earl, in order to his ſeryi 
him as an Ambaſſador and Plenipotentiary upon ſome e 
traordinary Occaſion, it would follow, that his being 
Earl gave him, either the Powers of an Ambaſlador a 
Plenipotentiary, or any Authority ſuperiour to that 
other Ambaſſadors and Plenipotentiaries, that are not Earl 
To ſay that Perſons are endow'd with ſuch or ſuch Gi 
in order to their doing ſuch a Work, doth indeed lo 
ſomewhat like ſuppoſing that they could not do the Wo 
unleſs they had thoſe Gifts: but yet we commonly uſet 
Form of Expreſſion without meaning any thing more) 
in order to their doing ſuch a Work, than if it had been fa 
for enabling them the better to do it, or, in order to th 
better aving it. As when we ſay, A Man is made an E; 
or a Lord, in order to the ſerving his Prince in ſuch a 
tion, wherein yet he might ſerve him, though not wi 
ſo good Advantage, without being Earl or Lord. So w 
we ſay, that a Man's Friends gave him the compleat Et 
cation of a Scholar and a Gentleman, 1n order to his be 
{erviceable to his Prince and his Country, we do not mt 
to imply, that a Man cannot be, in any Meaſure, 
viceable thereto without ſuch an Education, but only i 
a Man way be the more ſerviceable by that means. 
ſo when I ſaid (Rem. p. 40.) that Evangeliſts ſeem 70 bi 
Been Perſons endow'd with extraordinary Gifts of the H 
| Ghoſt, in order to be aſſiſting to the Apoſtles not only 
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preaching and baptizing but alſo in any oi 
Part of their Miniſtry particularly in the ſet! 


and governing the Churches, I cannot think any Reade 
void of Candour, as to believe I meant to ſuppoſe, !! 
no Perſons could be at all aſſiſting to the Apoſtles in th 
_ Aﬀars, unleſs they were endow'd with extraordinary 9 


731 
And if Perſons were endow'd with ſuch Gifts for enabling 
ahem the better to aſſiſt the Apoſtles in thoſe Affairs, and 
particularly in ſettling and governing Churches, how it 
vill thence follow, that what Superiority they had to com- 
non Presbyters depended on, or proceeded from their ex- 
 Firaordinary Gifts, I cannot imagine. 

41 proceed now to Mr. P. s fifth Remark, wherein (Def. 

Part 2. p. 28.) he thinks it nothing to the Purpoſe, that 
me Superiority of Timothy and Titus to ordinary Presby- 
ers was zu a Matter of perpetnal Uſe and Need, viz. in 
e Authority of Government, and particularly the Power 
1 / Ordination: becauſe the Queſtion is not, he ſays, whes- 
ther they were ſuperionr in ſuch a Matter ; but what 'twas 
hat made them ſo. And yet certainly, when I was ar- 
| Jeuing that they were to have Succeſſors in their Superio- 

rity, it was proper for me to obſerve, that they were ſupe- 
Iriour in ſuch a Matter. For had it been in a Matter of 
only temporary Uſe, it could not be expected they ſhould 
have Succeſſors in it. And ſince the Powers, in which 
I they were ſuperiour to common Presbyters, were by the Na- 
ture of the Matter to have Continuance in the Church, 
che Preſumption lies for the Continuance of ſuch Supe- 
"© riors, till good Reaſon appear to the contrary : a Muta- 
tion in the Oeconomy of Chriſt's Family being not to be 
ſuppos'd without ſpecial Caule. 

As to what made Timothy and Titus ſuperiour to com- 
mon Presbyters in the Matter aforeſaid, I think I have ſuf- 
F ficiently diſprov'd the Pretence, that it was their extraor- 
dinary Gifts. And tis eaſy and natural to ſuppoſe they 

were made ſo by Apoſtolical Deſignation, and in all Pro- 
bability by St. Paul's: who, as any other Apoſtle, had un- 
queſtionable Authority to conſtitute Church: Officers in 
ſuch Superiority and Subordination, as he thought fit un- 
der that Guidance of the H. Spirit, by which he acted in 
all ſuch Matters. | 

In his fixth Remark Mr. P. put its to me, Whether an 

Apoſtle, if be came where Timothy and Titus were, would 

not have been ſuperiour to them, in the Matters we ſpeak of. 

And if I grant he would, he deſires me to inform him, 

What would have gruen the —_ that Superiority, unleſs 
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it were a Superiority of Gifts. He may be pleas d there. 
fore to know, That the Commiſſion, which our Saviour 

ave his Apoſtles, conſtituted them next under himſelf 
chief Governors of the Church Univerſal for their time, 
with Power to act as ſuch joyntly or ſingly, and thereby 
made them ſuperiour to all other Church Officers, where- 
ver they came: which Commiſſion they actually receiy'd 
before they had thoſe extraordinary Gifts Mr. P. refers to; 
though they were under ſome Reſtraint as to the Exerciſe 
of the Powers of it, till by thoſe Gifts ſo wonderfully and 
abundantly pour'd upon them on the Day of Pentecoſt, 
they were completely qualified for it. 

In ſhort, The Apoſtles had a ſuperiour Commiſſion to 
that of Timotby ind Titus. Which is ſo obvious, as well 
as rational, an Account of the Matter enquir'd into, that 
I wonder Mr. P. could think of puzzling me, or any one 
with this Query, or of reducing me thereby to own, Zhat 
a Superiority of Gifts would give (as he ſpeaks) a Supe- 
the of Power. He might as well have ask'd, What gives 


the Judges a Superiority to Juſtices of the Peace, unleſs it 
be their ſuperiour ere and Knowledge in the Laws? 
As to the Conſiſtency which Mr. P. would infer in the 
latter Part of this Remark ; firſt, it 1s ſurprizingly foreign 
to the preſent Buſineſs, which is to enquire whether 71. 
mothy and Titus were to have Succeſſors in the Superio- 
Tity we ſpeak of: and then beſides, the Inference is weak. 
For there may be a 1 conſiſtent, and there may 
be a Superiority inconſiſtent, with the Power of Ordina- 
tion in the reſpective Inferiors: and that of the Apoſtles 
to Timothy and Titus might be of the former fort, while 
that of Timothy and Titus to common Presbyters was of 
the latter. But that it was ſo is the probable Concluſion 
of my Argument, and not a Topick that I argue from. 

I am come now to Mr. P.'s laſt Remark on the pre- 
ſent Occaſion, And in that he ſays, it doth not help 
me, that this Superiority of Timothy and Titus was in 4 
Matter of ſuch a Nature, as requir d no extraordinary 
Gifts. And yet certainly I ſhould have leſs Reaſon on 


my fide, than now I have, in pleading for Succeſſors in 
this Superiority, if ſo be it requir'd extraordinary * X 
| whic 
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which it muſt be confeſs d the Succeſſors I plead for have 
not. | | 

The reſt of this Remark I ſhall ſet down entirely in his 
own Words; “ Nor can it thence, (faith he) be preſum'd 
* that they were to have Succeſſors in it. For we muſt 
* then, by a Parity of Reaſon, ſay, that as the Apoſtles were 
i {uperiour to Timothy and Titus in theſe ſame Matters, 
therefore they muſt be ſuppos d to have Succeſſors in their 
& Superiority ; and conſequently, as our Adverſaries (ſaith 
he) ſuppoſe the Biſhops the Succeſſors of Timothy and 
* Titus, / they ſhould have another Order, the Succeſſors 
of the Apoſtles, to be over the Biſhops. To which, waving 


ſeveral other Conſiderations, which I thought to have pre- 


ſented the Reader with, ſhewing the Diſparity of the 
Caſes, I ſhall, for Brevity's Sake, content my-felf with 
this one only, but ſufficient Anſwer, That if it be allow'd, 
that the Preſumption is as good for the Apoſtles to have 
Succeſſors in their Superiority to Biſhops, as I pretend it 
s for Timothy and Titus to have Succeſſors in their Supe- 
riority to mere Presbyters, I ſee no harm to enſue; ſince 
pretend only a Preſumption to hold, 2 good __ 72 
tear to the contrary. For, if by the beſt Accounts of the Age 
next after the Apoſtles, there doth not appear to have then 


been any Order of Church-Officers ſuperiour to Biſhops, 


that is a ſufficient Reaſon to convince us, notwithſtanding 
ſuch a contrary Preſumption as I am pleading for in an- 
other Caſe, that the Apoſtles did not inſtitute any Suc- 
ceſſors to themſelves in ſuch a Superiority. And I may 
venture to ſay, that in that Age by thoſe Accounts, either 
there were no Church. Officers of an Order ſuperiour to 
Biſhops, or they were Archbiſhops or Metropolitans ; in 
difproving the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of which ſort of 
Rulers, I ſee no Occaſion I have at preſent to labour, 
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The ſecond Particular of Mr. P.'s Anſwer to our Argumen 
from Timothy and Titus, as alſo the fourth, 1 t 
be at preſent conſider d. His Defence of the third con 

ider d. | 


The Second Particular of Mr. P.'s Anſwer to our Aj 
ument from 7imothy and Titus was, Serm. p. 34. Th 
Tot was never what we call Biſhop of Epheſus, an 


Titus of Crete. Where tis plain by what he ſays, in ſupp: 
port of this Aſſertion, both in the Sermon and in his D&E 
3 that by what ve call Biſhop he means a fix d Dioce 
ſan Biſhop: which that either the One was of Zpheſat 
or the Other of Crete, I have not pretended to appear fron 
Scripture. Nor doth our ere from Timothy ani 
Titus, as by me ſtated, ſuppoſe either. f 
In my Remarks indeed I found fault with the Conki 
dence of Mr. P. 5 Aſſertion aforeſaid, and ſhew'd the In 
ſufficiency of the Arguments brought in ſupport of it 
but at the ſame time I pretended no more to appear fron 
Scripture, on our behalf, in this Caſe, than that thok 
Paris had ( for a time at leaſt) the chief Government 1 
thoſe Churches, and an Authority over Presbyters.: whicl 
7s as much as to ſay, they were what we call Biſhops, an 
for the, time Biſhops of thoſe Churches. That they wen, 
fix'd in that Relation for life [added I] we pretend not i 
diſcover from Scripture. Rem. p. 36, 37. Whatever may 
be done, I have not yet argu'd for fix d Dioceſan Epiſcc 
pacy, from St. Pauls Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus: neil 
ther ſhall I now. And therefore, being more oblig'd 1 
ſtudy Brevity now than I was in my Remarks, I ſhall pal 
by at preſent all that hath been ſaid under this Particular 
as not properly belonging to the Buſineſs in hand. Part 
of it having been conſider'd already in another View. 
What Mr. P. gave us as the third Particular of his An 
ſwer to our ſaid Argument was, Serm. p. 35. That what 
ever was the Superiority of Timothy 70 thoſe be Ordain's 
7138 certain they were to haue the Power of Ordination ani 
Government, He means, ſure, only thoſe whom 7amorh 
. * O 
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ordain'd to the Office of a Biſhop in the Senſe of 1 Tim. 3. 
though he hath not been pleas d, in his Defence, to take 
ulthe leaſt Notice of this Determination given to his looſe 
Expreſſion in my Remarks. But what if the Biſhop, 
Tim. 3. had the Power of Ordination and Government; 
and that, ſo as not to need the Concurrence of a ſuperiour 
Officer in any Branch thereof; and if that were the Caſe 
\rot the Biſnop in Tit. 1. too? It would not, I conceive, 
deltroy the Argument under Conſideration: becauſe then 
it will be probable, from the Charge of Ordination, ſo 
particularly laid upon Timothy and Titus, in St. Paul's 
Epiſtles to them, that at the Date, and in the Senſe of 
«thoſe Epiſtles, there were no other Biſhops but they, in 
Ache Places where they then miniſtred: though, doubtleſs, 
there were then, at Zpheſus at leaſt, ſome ſort of Presby- 
ters or Perſons authoriz d to preach the Word, and Admi- 
niſter the Sacraments. Beſides, Mr. P.'s Aſſertion, if al- 
if low'd, makes nothing, either againſt the apparent Power 
in the fingle Perſons of Timothy and Titus ro Ordain, or 
{ againſt the Appearance there is of their having, in their 
ſingle Perſons, the chief Government of the Churches, 
where they then reſpectively were, when the Apoſtle 
vurote to them, or againſt the Preſumption for their having 
Succeſſors in that ſingular Authority. As for what Mr. P. 
talks of, the Superiority of Timothy 7o thoſe be Ordain d, 
Epiſcopal Writers are not wont to argue from that. And 
it may be, and 1s, queſtion'd, whether he ordain'd any 
Biſhop (in the Senſe of 1 Tim. 3.) for the particular Church 
of Epheſus, or more than one for any particular Church. 
I am perſwaded, however, as when I wrote my Re- 
marks, that the Aſſurance, wherewith Mr. P. aſſerts (ſay- 
ing tis certain) that they, whom Timothy ordain'd (vis. 
to the Office of a Biſhop ſo call'd in that Chapter) were 
to have the Power of Ordination and Government, hath no 
| good Warrant. And whether it be not an Inſtance of 
confident Forwardneſs in aſſerting, let the Reader judge. 
The only Proof, which Mr, P. produc'd in the Sermon, 
for this Aflertion was, 7 hat his Aadverſaries grant ihe 
| Powers of Ordination and Government gotogetber; and that 
ĩt is plain from 1 Tim. 3. 4, 5. hat thoſe Timothy ordain'd 
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(to be Biſhops in the Senſe of that Chapter) had! be Powep C 
of Government. To which my Anſwer in Subſtance wagþv! 
Rem. p. 41, 42. That the Power of Ordination goes along 1 
with the Power of chief Government, but not with ever te 
Part or Share of the governing Power: and, That it doiſſfer 
not appear, that the Officers, whoſe Qualifications are deÞe! 
ſcrib'd 1 Tim. 3. from v. 1. to v. 7. were to be chief Go. 
vernors of Churches, = 

Now a great Part of Mr. P.'s Defence, upon this OccaÞu! 
ſion, is taken up in endeavouring to perſwade his Readenſi 
that by the Diſkin&tion ! make between the Chief Govern 
ment, and a Part or Share of the Governing Power, and 
allowing the latter to Presbyters, I depart from 7 he Epi 
ſcopal Scheme. Which Imputation ſhall be ſuthciently 
confider'd and diſprov'd in a Section by it-ſelf: as indeed 
it hath no Colour; unleſs it be allowable to take the No. 
tions of {ome Epiſcopal Writers, and repreſent them as T he 
Epiſcopal Scheme, without regarding whether other Ept 
{copal Writers do not differ from them therein, or whe- 
ther they may not ſo differ, and yet agree in the main of 
the Cauſe againſt Presbyterians. 

But 7he Queſtion here is (ſaith Mr. P. Def. Part 2. p. 65.) 
Who were intruſted with the Government ? He means, 1 
ſuppoſe, of the Church of Epheſus. Let I don't ſee, that 
this is the proper Queſtion here: as certainly tis not a di- 
ſtinct one. But, however, I will freely declare my Per- 
ſwaſion concerning it. Which is, That the full Govern- 
ment of the Zphe/zne Church was not, for a good while" 
at firſt, intruſted with any Officer or Officers fixedly re-. 
ſident; but that, aſſoon as any Presbyters were fix'd there · 
in, they were intruſted with all ſuch governing Powers, 
as are of Neceſſity to be in conſtant Uſe and Exerciſe, yet 
- accountable to a ſuperiour Authority. Which ſuperiour 
Authority, including the Powers not intruſted with the | 
{aid Presbyters, I believe to have been in the Apoſtles 

| 
| 
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joyntly, or ſeverally, as to Title, but, as to Exerciſe, 
chiefly or ſolely in St. Paul, till the Time that he left Ti- 
mothy there, 1 Tim. 1. 3. From that Time, while Timo- 
thy abode there, I believe this ſuperiour Authority to have 


been in, and exercis'd by him: with a ſaying (till for = 
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terogative Apoſtolical. Upon his Departure from thence, 
vp Cale he were not then fix'd in a ſpecial Relation to that 
Thurch (as he might be without being fix'd in Reſidence 
che ſame time) I believe the Government of it return'd 
to the former State, and ſo continu'd, till ſome ſingle 
erſon (probably Timothy) was fix d in the chief Govern- 
ent of it. And the like I take to have been a common 
ſe in the former Part of the Apoſtles Days, vis. For 
hurches to have no Officers of fix'd Relidence in them, 
vt who were both obnoxious to the ſuperiour Authority 
l unfix d ones, and intruſted only with ſuch Powers, as 
ere to be in daily Uſe and Exerciſe: of which Nature 
not the Power of Ordination, which we do not find 
ny where in Scripture exercis'd by fix'd Officers, if Ti- 
why and Titus were not ſuch. 67 
Mr. P. hath now my Senſe upon the Queſtion of, Who 
yere intruſted with the Government of the Zpbe/ame 
Thurch? But I muſt remind him that this was a Queſtion 
but of the way: and the true Point in hand is whether it 
Pe certain, as he affirms it is, that they who were to be 
rdain'd by Timothy to the Office of a Biſhop, in the 
denſe of 1 Tim. 3. were to have the Power of Ordination 
ad Government. I do not pretend the contrary to be 
Fertain. And when ] ſaid that 77 is contrary to Reaſon, as 
ell as Uſage, for ſubordinate Officers to have the Power 
F conſtituting others equal to themſelves, that is to be un- 
Keritood, not as what admits of no Exception, but as what 
doth generally or ordinarily hold. I meant no more; and 
hat 1s enough for my Purpoſe: which was only to ſhew 
the Weaknels of arguing, that becauſe ſuch or ſuch Offi- 
ters had ſome Authority or Rule in the Church, therefore 
hey had Power of conſtituting others in their own Rank. 
The Weakneſs of that arguing is ſurely very plain. But 
hen Mr. P. inſiſts very confidently, Def. Part 2. p. GG. that 
F the Apoſii: ſpeaks of certain Officers as Church-Gover- 
mrs, that, accor aing to The Epiſcopal Scheme, proves them 
Biſhops, and to have the Power of Ordination. If the 
Conſequence will not hold from any general Principles, 
t doth however, if we believe Mr. P. from 7 he Epiſco- 
pal Scheme. And yet there is nothing, which can with 
9 any 
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any Propriety be call'd T Epiſcopal Scheme, which dot! 
not allow Presbyters to be Church-Governors, though of at 
inferiour ſort, and without the Power of Ordination, aff 
ſhall be more particularly ſhew'd hereafter. 
I urg d, Rem. p. 42. that there 1s nothing iu the Apt 
files Reaſoning (viz. about the Qualifications of a Biſhop 
ſo call'd 1 Tim. 3.) but what plainly ſuits the Caſe of ſuc] 
a kind of Church-Officer, as a Presbyter is allow'd to be 1 
our Church. And this I there more parcicularly ſhew' 
Againſt this Mr. P. firſt alledges Dr. Hammond 's Judg 
ment; which he knows to be no real Argument: thougt 
it may have ſome perſwaſive Force with ſuch as know not 
how familiar it is for Epiſcopal Authors to diſſent fron 
Dr. Hammond's Interpretations : eſpecially when they. 
are ſuited to his own peculiar Notions or Scheme. An. 
whereas he further ſays, hat he cannot ſee any thing tha 
implies they, who were to be Biſhops in the Senſe off 
1 Zim. 3. were to be ſubordinate to any fix'd ordinary G 
vernor, neither do I pretend to ſee any ſuch thing among 
their Qualifications there laid down. And 'tis enough 
for my Purpoſe, if the contrary is not there to be ſeen , 
as he ſeems to mean it is, when he adds, ht they are ſpy, 
ken of, as having the whole Goverument lodg d in then 
viz. 1 Tim. 3. 4; . 
But doth Mr. P. really think, that the Phraſe there, of 1 
king care of the church of God, implies having the whole Goff 
vernment of a Church? Then 'tis the Office of a Biſhop 
a ſingle Biſhop, to have the whole Government of a Church 
for tis manifeſt that St. Paul ſpeaks of a ſingle Biſhop, and}; 
ſuppoſes it to belong to him 70 tale care of the church iff 
God. And if it be the Office of a Biſhop, a ſingle Perſon, 
to have the whole Government of a Church, and this B 
to be gather'd from the Apoſtle's Words, then is the Mo- 
narchical Form of Church-Government eſtabliſh'd, and the 
Ariſtocratical overthrown ; and ſo the Presbyterian Cauſe 


b 
loſt : at leaſt, it Mr. P. underſtand it; who Def. Part 2. ü 
P. 49, 41. interprets monarchical by Epiſcopal, and ariſt-f; 
cratical by Presbyterian, and ſays, that here lies the heart 

of the Controverſy, which of theſe two Forms of Government } 
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and the like is to be ſaid of 737. 1. J. Fir a Biſhop 
be blameleſs, as the ſteward of God. If a ſteward 
Ic here ſignify one that hath the whole or chief Go- 
ment of a Church, then doth the ſame belong to a 
ele Perſon, St. Paul here ſpeaking of ſuch an one: and 
fare wel Presbytery. | 
Arne Truth is, Both theſe Texts, taken by themſelves, 
; ll very well bear Dr. Hammond 's Interpretation, and 
q 
Of 


ok favourably towards 47s Epiſcopal Scheme. But no 
mer are they preſs d into the Service of the Presbyte- 
in Cauſe, but they threaten its Ruin. They either prove 
great deal more than Mr. P. would have them, and more 
un is conſiſtent with the Scheme of his Party: or elſe 
ey prove nothing to his Purpoſe. For, if notwithſtand- 
g what is ſaid of a Biſhop in theſe Texts, the Officer ſo 
d may be ſubordinate to a Presbytery (as by the Preſ- 
terian Scheme he muſt be) there is nothing in them to 
Inder, but that he may as well be ſubordinate to a ſingle 
Nuperior. 
| * that F Presbyters have Power to act᷑, but juſ} as 
ey are directed by the Biſhop, there was no need they 
heul appear ſo well qualified for Government, as the Abo- 
e's Argument ſuggeſts that ſuch an one ſhould be, as he 
ills a Biſhop 1 im. 3. But if the Epiſcopal- Scheme ſo 
mit the Power of Presbyters, as Mr. P. here p. 67. repre- 
nts it to do; if ſuch I ſay be the Scheme, which all or 
te Generality of Epiſcoparians agree in, I will confeſs my- 
elf as ignorant of the State of the Controverſy, as Mr. P. 
pleaſes. But it is one thing to owe Obedience to the Di- 
retions of the Biſhop when given and lawful, and an- 
other, very different, to have no Power to act but juſt as 
directed by him. And I hope my Opponent will not ſay, 
What governing Prudence is requiſite in none but ſupreme 
Rulers, ſuch as owe no Obedience to the Directions of any 
Wearthly Superior; or, that he that knows not how to rule 
Jus own Houſe is fit for the Office of a Presbyter, as that 
Wi allow'd and exercis'd in the Church of Eug land. 
That the ſame Reaſon is not expreſly given for the ſame 
EQualification requir'd in a Deacon, 1 Zim. 3. 12,13. vis. 
nat of Ruling well his own — I grant; but cannot 
| en- 
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entirely approve of Mr. P.'s Explication of the Reaſe 
that is given. St. Paul's Words are, For they that hi 
us d the Office of a Deacon well, purchaſe to themſeluets 1 
good degree, and great boldneſs in the faith, which is iin 
Cbriſt Feſus: which Mr. P. thus explains, They (i. e. De 
cons) ought to have this Qualification of ruling well their ou 

| Houſes, becauſe they are Candidates for that Office, abi 
: has the ruling Power anne d to it, for which they are n 

ualiſied, who can't rule their own Houſes well. Wheat 

obſerve firſt, that this Explication will by no means ſuf 
with the latter Part of St. Paul's Words before ſet downÞt 
and great boldneſs, &c. to which no Regard is had in io 
and ſecondly, that the Phraſe, zhaz Office, which bath io 
ruling Power anner d 10 it, muſt be founded upon th 
Suppoſition, either, that zo fate care of the church of G 
v. 5. mult ſignify or imply to have the Rule, and not onlfal 
a ſhare in the Rule, of a Church; or, that the QualificaſÞþn 
tion of knowing how to rule his own Houle is not needÞÞe 
ful, but in an Officer that hath he Ruling Power, andjo! 
not only 2 ſhare of it in the Church. What Neceſſit 
there is of admitting either of theſe Suppoſitions let t 
Reader judge. I have this Comfort at the worſt, th: 
however they may ſerve an inconſiderable particular Turn 
if admitted, they do in the main deſtroy the Presbyterianf 
Cauſe : as from the Premiſes may plainly appear. An 
upon the like Conſideration ( joyn'd with my Study of 
Brevity) I leave the Confirmation which Mr. P. brings d 
his and Dr. Fammond's Interpretation of 7. 1. J. en 
tirely to the Reader's Judgment. For, why need I trouF 
ble my-ſelf with refuting what makes much more againk 
my Adverſary, than my-lelf ? 

Yet I cannot forbear taking notice of what Mr. P. ſays 

at the Bottom of p. 67. and Top of p. 68. that, nk} 
theſe Presbyters or Biſhops (i. e. ſuch as were ordain'd to 
the Office of a Biſhop in the Senſe of 1 Tim. 3. and Tit. 1) 
had the full Power of Ordination and Government agi 
in them, lis in vain to ſeek for any Order taken in the Epi- 
files to Timothy and Titus for a Succeſſion of that Power. 
For there is not one Word in them to direct the ordaining 
any Officers of an higher Degree. So that unleſs they had 
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ſollis Power, we muſt, for ought I ſee, give up the Cauſe to 
alle Inde pendents. | 
The Cauſe that he ſpeaks of I take to be the Claim of 
 Yiniſters or Perſons in Office to the Power of Ordaining 
& Conſtituting Miniſters, in Oppoſition to the People's 
aim thereto. But now tis a ſtrange thing, that he 
;@ould apprehend this Cauſe muſt be given up, unleſs _ 
oſe particular Officers call'd Biſhops, in the foreſaid 
affjiſtles, had this Power; when he himſelf, in that very 
urmon [Presbyt. Ordin. prov d Reg.) which is the Foun- 
tion of our preſent Diſpute, maintains this Cauſe by 
pod and ſufficient Arguments (as, no doubt, he thought) 
Miogether independent on the preſent Queſtion about 
h 25 call'd Biſhops in theſe Epiſtles. Nor doth he once 
Sention this Matter in all his Plea for that Cauſe : which 
ally wants no additional Strength, unleſs it be that Con- 
Imation of his DeduCtions from Scripture, which the 
eſtimony and Practice of the Primitive Church do af- 
ord. | | 
As to the Queſtion which Mr. P. puts to my Conſcience, 
$. 63. concerning Titus, I have in effect anſwer'd it be- 
"Tre : vis. that I do really think, that at the Date of 
N Paul's Epiſt. to Titus, and for a while after, there was 
ut one Perſon in Crete, namely Titus, who had the Power 
Ordination, and that the ſame was ſuperiour in the 
Bower of Government to all others there; but that the 
Fresbyters, by him to be ordain'd zal2 my, Tit. 1. 3. were 
ſo be inveſted with as great a Share of the governing 
Power, as was necelliry to be fix'd in each City at that 
me. And I believe that Titus might retain his Relation 
o the Churches of Crete, as Chief Governor thereof, 
when not reſident. Whether he did or no is the Queſtion 
bat I do not at preſent enter into. 
And now, though I had prepard a larger Anſwer to 
Mr. P.'s Defence of the third Particular of his Anſwer to 
cur Argument from Timothy and Titus, I hope what I 
lave ſaid is fully ſufficient to ſhew the Weakneſs of it. 
As to his fourth Particular, where the Queſtion is, whe- 
her St. Pau ſent his Second Epiltle to 7 m20thy at Epbe- 
u, or at ſame other Place, 5 {hall at preſent paſs by the 
* BY | = 
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further Conſideration of it for theſe Reaſons. 1ſt, Beca ne 
J think the Reader may eaſily perceive, by Mr. P.'s of la 
Defence in this Caſe, that his Arguments againſt Tin cc 
thy being then at Epbeſus are not cogent. 20, Becay a1 
it is not material to the main Queſtion, whether he ug ſt 
there at that time or not, ſince J am not maintaining i B 
he was then a fix d Biſhop. And J have ſcarce room i v 
what I think my-ſelf more oblig'd to conſider. - 


SECT. X. 


The fifth Particular of Mr. P.'s Anſwer to our Argu 
from Timothy and Titus, and his Defence of it, a 
ſider d at large. Hit laſt Particular wav'd now, 
having been con ſider d Sect. 4. Where Timothy u 
when St. Paul ſent his Firſt Epiſile to him. Some ci 
cluding Remarks as 10 our Debate about this Argument 


Tbe fifth Particular of Mr. P.'s Argument from Tin 
thy and Titus was, T hat when the Apoſile gives Directiu 
in his Epiſtles to Timothy, how to bebave himſelf in 6 
_ damning Elders, &c. the Reaſon of his doing ſo ts, becau 
Timothy, as an extraordinary Perſon, (viz. an Evuangeli 
was to haue the chief Hand therein : but that this doth ni 
imply, that none who were with him had the Power i 
abing the ſame thing. And anon he ſays, That there ig! 
Reaſon 10 think Timothy was 10 ac alone, but that 1! 
other ſhops of that Church (viz. of Epheſus) had a Pow 
zo perform the ſame As, and were to joyn with him ; int 
they awere, as 7 obſeryd before (ſays Mr. P.) the Gowr 
nors of that Church, and had been conſtituted ſo before thi 
Epiſtle (i. e. the Firſt) was written. Serm. p. 36. 
In my Anſwer hereto I did not inſiſt that the Directio 
given Timothy by the Apoſtle, in the Matter of Ordina 
tion, Oc. do neceſſarily imply that none with him in tha 
Church had thoſe Powers, or, that he was to act alone! 
the Execution of them; but only that, thoſe Affairs bein 
given in charge ſingly to him, with Directions for his 
Management of them, without any Intimation that he 
ſhould impart thoſe Directions to others, is ſo probable an 
Argument, that he was to act as Chief in thoſe Affairs, and 
„ as none 
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larly, none to Ordain without his Concurrence, that the 
contrary ought not to be ſuppos'd without good Proof: 
and that whatſoever Mr. P. had obſerv'd before, it had 
ſufficiently appear'd that he had not prov'd, that the other 
Biſhops (f. e. the Presbyters) of Zpheſus were any other- 
wiſe Governors of that Church, than as Presbyters may 
be of Churches now, without Prejudice to the Epiſcopal 
Scheme, viz. ſubordinate ones. Rem. p. 46. Cc. 

Mr. Y. now Def. Part 2. p. 716. grants, that Timothy, 
while he abode at Zpheſus, was to act in chief, and that 
none elſe were to act but under his Controul, in the Ma- 
nagement of the Affairs of that Church. But then he 
aſeribes this his Superiority to his extraordinary Gifts; the 
Unreaſonableneſs of which, and the no evading this Pre- 
cedent for Prelacy that way, I truſt, hath been ſufficiently 
manifeſted already. 3 

That the Superiority of Timothy in ſuch or ſuch Affairs, 
while preſent, will infer that the inferior Officers of that 
Church had not (as Mr. P. ſpeaks 7b:d.) an inherent Power 
of acting in them without him, wheu he was abſent, I have 
not pretended. But this I ſay, that as long as it appears 
that Timothy, in his ſingle Perſon, was charg'd with, and 
inſtructed in a Work of ſo great Conſequence, as that of 
Ordination, and it doth not appear that the other Presby- 
ters were at all intruſted with it, *tis moſt reaſonable to 
ſuppoſe they were not. Which is very much confirm'd 
by this Obſervation, that as there 1s no where in Scri- 
pture any mention of Ordination, in any Charge or In- 
ſtructions given to Presbyters in general, or to any Body 
or Aſſembly of Presbyters, ſo there is no Inſtance of any 
Ordination perform'd by common Presbyters only, not 
any clear one of their ſo much as concurring in Impoſition 
of Hands with a ſuperiour Officer in Ordination. 

What Mr. 2. advances under this Head in the Sermon, 
and now again defends, vis. that no Ordination perform d 
by a ſingle Perſon is regular, and that 'tis unreaſonable to 
think Timothy would ordain alone, ſeems not to the pre- 
ſent Purpoſe : ſince other Presbyters of Zpheſus might 
joyn with him in the Impolition of Hands, and yet have 
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no Authority to ordain without him, or ſome other Officer 
ſuperiour to themſelves. Tis very common for the Con- 
ſent or Concurrence of ſuch to be ordinarily requir'd, as 
yet have no Authority to do the Act to which they con- 
ſent or concur. And yet this Notion of Mr. P.'s is very 
weakly founded. 3 

« 7 never find any Ordination in the whole New Teſta. 
ment (ſaich he in the Sermon) © which was perform d by 
a ſingle Perſon. This is his chief, or rather only ground. 
Where the Fulneſs of the Expreſſion, in the whole New 


Teſtament, provok'd me to put him in mind of our Saviour's 


Ordinations, which it ſeems he had forgot. And when 
Men, either through mere Careleſſneſs, or the better to 
ſet off their Cauſe, or adorn their Style, uſe fuller Ex- 
e than Truch will allow, I cannot ſee the Harm of 

rely taking notice of it, or why it ſhould be reputed 
cavilling; as Mr. P. repreſents it on this Occaſion. Had 
I for this Slip of his reproach'd him with groſs Ignorance, 
or impudent Lying, he might well have complain d. I love 
not cavilling, but yet think it much more tolerable to 
make a {light Remark upon an inconſiderable, though 
real Fault, than raſhly to charge Men with grievous 
Crimes. © 9 

But to proceed a little with the Argument. If we find 
no Ordination in the whole New Teſtament related, as 
actually peform'd by a ſingle Miniſter of Chriſt, we find 
what is equivalent thereto more than once, viz. a ſingle 
Miniſter appointed to ordain, 2 Tim. 2. 2. Tit. 1. 5. For 


if it may reaſonably be ſaid, that though Timothy in the 


one Place, as Titus in the other, be ſingly requir'd to Or- 
dain, yet neither of them was to do it without one or more 
to concur with him, the like Anſwer might have been 
made, if it had been expreſly ſaid in Scripture, that either 
of them, or any other ſingle Perſon, did ordain. Here 


is no Intimation, no Hint given in theſe Epiſtles, that any 


were to joyn with either Timothy, or Titus in Ordaining : 
and therefore to Appearance they were to ordain each of 


them alone; if we look no further than theſe Epiltles. 


And it we do look further, and find that ſometimes ſeve- 
ral did joyn in the fame Ordination, it will not tt: = 
ol- 


fo 


follow, that ſeveral did, or were to joyn in thoſe other 


u. IInſtances, wherein one Perſon only is mention d as acting 
ag 


that it ſeems to me rather clearly other wiſe. For 16, St, Paul 
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or to act. And when Timothy and Titus, each of them 
ſingly, is appointed to Ordain, that certainly, is as good 
an Argument, that they were to Ordain, each of them 
ſingly, as tis that Paul and Barnabas joyn'd in a Multitude 
of the ſame Ordinations, becauſe tis ſaid of them joyntly, 
A's 14. 23. that they ordain d elders in every church there 
ſpoken of. 

Mr. P. doth me wrong, when he repreſents me (Def. 
Part 2. p. 79.) as not allowing him, or any Body elle, to 
imagine that Paul and Barnabas Ordain'd together, I ima- 
gine my-lelf, that they ſometimes did, and ſometimes Or- 
dained ſeparately, as Circumſtances invited, being under 
no Reſtraint either way. But that they ever joyn'd in 
one individual Ordination, however it may be imagin a, 
cannot be clearly prov'd from Scripture, ſince if they never 
did ſo, it might yet be very well ſaid, that they ordain 
elders in every church, of which that is ſaid, A 14. Nor 
mult they needs joyn in the ſame Ordination, or elſe one 
of them withdraw while the other perform'd it, as Mr. H. 
in his Pleaſantry bid. ſuppoſes. For, certainly, two 
Biſhops may be in the ſame Room, while but one of them 
Ordains: and though we ſhould be oblig'd to ſuppoſe them 
both conſenting to the Work, we ſhould not therefore be 
oblig'd to ſuppoſe them joyning in the Performance of it. 
J hope, at leaſt, Mr. P. will not confound conſenting to 
an Ordination with joyning in it. But however that 
be, I ſhall be ſtill for keeping up the Diſtinction. Upon 
the whole Matter, let the Reader judge, whether As 14. 
23. affords a clear Inſtance of ſeveral Perſons joyning in 
the ſame Ordination, diſtinguiſhing a clear Inſtance from 
a ground of probable Belief. If it do, T muſt own my- 
ſelf miſtaken (but in a Matter of ſmall Conſequence) when 
I wrote my Remarks. If it do not, I have no Occaſion on 
the ſcore of that Text to make ſuch an Acknowledgment. 

And, certainly, I have none on Occaſion of the pre- 
tended Ordination of Paul and Barnabas, Acrs 13, Tis 
ſo far from being clear, that that was a proper Ordination, 


Was 
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was of the higheſt Order in the Church, as being an Apo-. 
{tle moſt ſpecially ſo call'd, long before this Tranſaction, 
and therefore could not be promoted to any Order now, 
This appears moſt plainly by comparing Gal. 1. with the 
former Part of his Story in the Acts. ah, If we may ſup- 

ſe St. Paul not to have been an Apoſtle before, and to 

Ordain'd now, we muſt ſuppoſe him to be Ordain d an 
Apoſtle now: for certainly he never was ordain'd after 
this. But it is incongruous, that one ſhould be Ordain'd 
an Apoſtle by ſuch as were inferiour to Apoſtles : beſides Yu 
that St. Paul, Gal. 1. 1. avers himſelf an Apoſtle, not of Nu 
men, neither by man, but by Feſus Chriſt and God the Fa- Yin 
ther, that is, ſure, by immediate Divine Appointment, 
without any human Ordination. I deny not but this his 
immediate Divine Promotion to the Apoſtolate might con- 
ſiſt with a publick Recognition of the ſame in the Church: 
but as the Tranſaction, A7s x3. is not repreſented as ſuch, 
ſo if it were, that would not amount to an Ordination. 

Laſtly, It is pretty plain from St. Zuke's Words, that 
this Tranſaction was ſomewhat different from a proper 
Ordination; and what it was. In v. x. of this Chapter 
Barnabas and Saul are nam d among other prophets and 
teachers that were in the Church at Autioch. V. 2. the 
Holy Ghoſt ſaith, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the 
work, whereunto I have called them. Whereupon (as we 
read v. 3.) when they had faſied and prayed, and laid their 
hands on them, they ſent them away. And then it follows, 
v. 4. So they being ſent forth by the Holy Ghoſt departed 
unto Seleucia, and from thence they ſailed to Cyprus. Thence 
after a time (as St. Luke informs us in the Sequel) they 
went to Perga in Pamphyhia; thence to Antioch in Piſi- 
dia; thence to Ly/ira and Derbe, Cities of Lycaonia, and 
unto the Region that lieth round about : in which Places | 
they preached the Goſpel to Jews and Gentiles, and exer- 
cis d other their Miniſterial Powers, and Gifts. At length, 
returning through all theſe Places again, they went down 
into Altalia, and thence Acts 14. 26. ſailed to Antioch (viz. 
in Syria) from whence they had been recommended to the 
grace of God, for the work which they fulfilled. So that | 
the ſeparating them for the work whereunto the Holy a_ 

| ha 
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Pad call d them, Acts 13. 2. doth not appear to be a pro- 
per Ordination, or Promotion of them to any Order or 
Degree in the Miniſtry, but a ſending them forth to exer- 
: iciſe the Miniſterial Powers, they had before in diſtant 
countries, with a ſolemn recommendation of them to the 
grace of God, that his Bleſſing might go along with them in 
their Labours and Travels. And that the Ceremony of Im- 
ö poſition of Hands was uſual in Benedictions is well known. 
Mr. P. in oppoſing Dr. Whitby's Interpretation of 5 d. 
| Bewory AZ 14. 26. hath dealt very merrily. For, becauſe 

the Verb gw in one Place (Rom. 15. 19.) and perhaps 
In another (Co/. 1. 25.) by the particular Exigency of the 

Conſtruction is to be interpreted by fully preaching, there- 
fore he will have it to be interpreted here by Faithfull per- 
 Yformzng, and that in particular Oppoſition to fully per- 

or ming. | 

, As for Mr. P. s Obſervation (p. 80.) that an Apoſtle 
hardly ever went unaccompanied 1n the Exerciſe of his 
Miniſtry, that may very well be accounted for from the 
Advantage of mutual Comfort, and Aſſiſtance in many Re- 
ſpects, without ſuppoſing a regular Neceſſity of ſeveral to 
concur in the Act of Ordination. But that it, and other 
Acts of Church- Government ought regularly to be at- 
tended with Prayer, and that the Prayer of a Congregation, 
if it may be had (which is the moſt that can be concluded 
to Mr. P.s Purpoſe from Matt. 18. 19. if that Text do 
refer particularly to ſuch Matters) I readily agree. 

Bur there is yet, as Mr. P. reckons, p. 80, 81. another 
Inſtance of Ordination, by a Plurality of Hands, to be 
found 1 Tim. 4. 14 Neglect not the gift that is in thee, 
which was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on of the 
hands of the presbytery. The only Queſtion between us 
here is, whether it be certain, that 7 zmorby's Ordination 
is here ſpoken of, ſo that it may be a clear Inſtance to the 
Purpoſe intended. To me it ſeems queſtionable. I cannot 
perſwade my ſelf that 7» xagioue iy c, the gift that is in 
thee, can ſignify any thing other than an inward Gift; 
which 1s a thing An rom an Order or Office in he 
Miniſtry : much leſs can I think Timothy would be ex- 
horted (dra{wmyeir) jo ftir up or rekindle his Order or 
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Office, as he is exhorted to do by this Gift, 2 Tim. 1. 6, 
For Mr P. allows me to ſuppole, that both theſe Texts 
ſpeak of the ſame thing: and Reaſon doth the ſame. But 
then he ſays, that theſe Texts muſt either [peak of Timo- 
thy Ordination, or the giving the extraordinary Gifts of the 
Holy Ghoſt; and, that we never read of any other Perſons 
laying on their Hands for the giving ſuch Gifts, bejraes the 
Apoſiles, except in the Caſe of Ananias, 10 ubm God gave 
an expreſs immediate Order for it. And ſo he quotes 
Dr. #h:thy as agreeing with him, in that he ſays in his 
Note on As 8. 15. that tbe Holy Gboſt was never thus 
confer d, but by the Hands of an Apoſtle : though the 
Dr. expreſly maintains, that other Presbyters might, and 
did (i. e. ſometimes) lay on their Hands together with an 
Fpoſile in ſuch Cates; and that, in his Note on 1 Tim. 4. 
14. the very Text now chiefly under our Conſideration, 
and upon which therefore it 1s very hard to ſuppoſe he was 
not conſulted by Mr. P. before he alledg'd his Judgment 
in Confirmation of his own Explication of it : eſpecially 


conſidering what frequent Uſe he makes of this truly ju- 


dicious, though not infallible Expoſitor. 

But this is not the firſt, or ſecond time, that I have had 
Occaſion to remark how Dr. Whizby's Judgment is miſre- 
preſented or perverted by Mr. P. notwithſtanding the 

ſteem he profeſſes of him. I heartily wiſh that learned 
Author would think it worth his while to vindicate him 
ſelf and the Church, from the Oppoſitions and Abuſes of 
ſuch an Adverſary, and ſignalize his Zeal againſt the Vili- 
fiers of the Ancient Fathers, and of Church Authority, 
as well as againſt the exceſſive Magnifiers of either. 

My Senſe of the Growth of ſome pernicious Errors 
amongſt us, and of the Countenance that is ſought for 
them in Dr. V bithys Writings, as well as of his Abilities 
and Unexceptionableneſs in Point of Bigottry, hath led me 
into the Digreſſion of this Wiſh. I return now to my 
immediate Buſineſs. e 

The Gift that was in Timothy (1 Tim. 4. 14. and 2 Tim. 
I. 6.) was, ſurely, an inward Gift; whether it were an 
extraordinary one (as Dr. bitt and others have thought) 
or an ordinary Gift of the Spirit: and if there be no _ 
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6. inſtance to be met with in Scripture of the laying on of 
ts other, than an Apoſtle's, Hands, when ſuch a Gift was con- 
ut fer d, this, however, may be one. Nor are we to put 
o-fſuch a forc'd Interpretation upon the Words, as to make 


M in Timothy, and which he was to „tir ap or quicken, 
bgaify an Office or Order in the Miniſtry, merely to avoid 
the having one Inſtance (in which there is no Abſurdity) 
without another of the ſame kind, in H. Scripture. 

I deny not after all, but that Timothy might receive this 
Gift at the ſame Impoſition of Hands, wherewith he was 
ordain'd Biſhop or Presbyter. But {till my Obſervation 
of the general Nature of the Gift here ſpoken of deſtroys 
Mr. P.'s Argument to prove Timothy's Ordination intended, 
and leaves it uncertain, whether rhe laying on of hands 
belong to that or no. Here was a Gift, an inward Gift, 
confer d with Impoſition of Hands: but whether an Or- 
der or Office was confer d at the ſame time doth not clearly 
appear. Which is as much as I am, and more than my main 
Cauſe is concern'd for. 

As for Calvins Notion of rie e,t 1 Tim. 4. 14. J 
have no Occaſion for it: and as I never expreſsd an A 
probation of it, ſo I freely own it now to be improbable. 

But J cannot fo eaſily part with the Obſervation that I 
made, Rem. p. 49. in theſe Words, 77 7s obſervable that 
tbe Gift is ſaid to be in, or, to be given to Timothy, 2 Tim. 
I. 6. by (a) the Impoſttion of the Apoſtle's Handi, and 
1 Tim. 4. 14. not by, but only with (pla) the Tmpoſition 
of the Hands of the Presbytery. This is the Obſervation, 
of which I ſaid, that 27 7s a fair Intimation, that the Gift 
was convey d by St. Paul alone, and that the other Hands 
ſerv'd only to the greater Solemnity of the Ar. Now comes 
Mr. P. and bluntly ſays, Def. Part 2. p. 83. that his Ob- 
ſervation is neither true, nor to my Purpoſe: 5 

But firſt, Wherein is this Obſervation falſe ? That the 
Particles or Prepoſitions ſtand in the Greek Teſtament, as 
I have alledg'd, is plain by ocular Demonſtration. And 
that they are each of them properly tranſlated, I believe, 
Mr. P. will not deny. I dare ſay, however, no indifferent 
Perſon will, But the Obſervation, he ſays, is not true, 
becauſe boſe Prepoſitions are ; more promiſcuouſly in the 
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New Teſtament. And fo he directs us to compare c. 14. i 
v. 277. of the A with c. 15. v. 12, of the ſame. Nor 
doth he pretend to produce any more Inſtances of their pro- 
miſcuous Uſe. And yet 'tis far from appearing, that they 
are usd in the ſame Senſe in thoſe Places. Paul and Har- 
nabas, being return'd from their Miſſion among the Gen. 


tiles, are ſaid, in the former Place, to have rehears'd to the 


Church at Antioch all that God bad done wil all with © 
them 1. e. (as I conceive) all that had befall'n them, as well 
as all that they had done, by the Will and Power of God. 
In the latter Place they are ſaid only to declare (at the 
Council of Feruſalem) what miracles and wonders God 
bad wrought among the Gentiles q allo by them. And 
accordingly our Tranſlators, very good Judges in the Caſe, 
have rendered theſe Prepoſitions differently in theſe Places, 
in the ſame manner, that I have now done: as there i 
plainly no Neceſſity, indeed no Occaſion, to ſuppoſe them 
us'd in the ſame Senſe. So that this only Inſtance given 
of their promiſcuous Uſe manifeſtly fails. And though 
A do not always import inſtrumental Efficiency (whether 
by Nature or Inſtitution) nor pil Concomance, it will 
be hard to find any plain Inſtance, wherein either Na ſig- 
nifies barely Concomitance, or wile inſtrumental Efficiency. 
My Obſervation therefore is true. And, 

20, Why is it not to my Purpoſe ? It, certainly, tends 
to ſhew, that though we ſhould ſuppoſe Timothys Ordi. 
nation to be ſpoken of in theſe Texts 1 7 7.4. 14. and 
2 Tim. 1. 6. and the Presbytery in the former Text to con- 
ſiſt partly of common Presbyters, yet it would not follow, 
that common Presbyters had the Power of Ordination. 

And to invalidate that Inference, I declare, was, as it 
may eaſily be imagin d to have been, my Purpoſe. But 
Mr. P. argues, that, according to my Notions, they mult | 
be Biſhops who laid on Hands with St. Pau / at 7imothy's 
Ordination, and then F my Obſervation has any thing it 
it, the Biſhops only laid on Hands for the greater Solemnity of 
the Ack, and their Act without an Apoſtle would have ig ni- 
fied nothing: and ſo there is an end of all Impoſition f 
Hands at once. To which I anſwer, that whatever they | 
were, who thus joyn'd with St. Paus, I believe, they did 
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4.4 it only for the greater Solemnny of the Act, and not to 
or ſupply any Deficiency in his ſingle Power or Authority, 
o-· and that it was by the Impoſition of his Hands, indepen- 
ey dently of theirs, that the Gift here ſpoken of was con- 
1. vey'd ; becauſe to my Underſtanding he doth in effect ſay 
n. fo 2 Zim. 1. 6. But how it will thence follow, that zhe 
ne A of the reſi without him would have ſig niſied nothing, 
10 as that may mean or imply, that they could not have Or- 
l dain'd Timothy without him, 1 do not fee. I pretend not 
d. to gather from my Obſervation on theſe Texts, that mere 
ie Presbyters cannot Ordain; I only pretend to obviate an 
Argument that they can. And if mere Presbyters, allow- 
dF ing this Obſervation of mine to be true, might yet have 
Power to Ordain, if 2 elſe hindred; ſo J hope may 
„ Biſhops : though we ſuppoſe the Presbytery mention d to 
vs confilt of ſuch. : 
nf Burt how do my Notions oblige me to take this Presby- 
nf tery to conliſt of Biſhops ? Mr. P. is miſtaken in thinking, 
that I muſt needs look upon this Ordination (if it were 
one) to be that whereby Timothy was made a Biſhop. And 
dhe Reaſon of his fo thinking is fully anſwer'd, when I 
ſay, that the Firſt Epiſtle to 7 ima/hy (as well as the Se- 
4 cond) ſtirs him up to the Diſcharge of the Duties com- 
mon to the Presbyteral and Epiſcopal Office, as weil as 
| thoſe which are peculiar to the latter; and that there is no 
Abſurdity in ſuppoſing, that Timothy, when a Biſhop, 
ſhould be call'd upon not to neglect, but to ſtir up a Gift, 
de was firſt given him, when he was made a Preſ- 
yter. | | 
My Notions therefore neither oblige me to hold that the 
Presbytery, 1 Tim. 4. 14. conſiſted of Biſhops peculiarly 
ſo call'd ; nor, if they did, would it follow from them and 
my foregoing Obſervation together, that Biſhops hase nor, 
or then had not, the Power of Ordination. So that my 
Adverſary might very well have ſpar'd the ſevere Re- 
flection here immediately ſubjoyn d, Into ſuch Incon ſiſten- 
cies do men run, when they reſolve to maintain an Opinion, 
right or wrong. This carries with it a {trong Inlinuation, 
that I am ſuch an abandon'd Weiter: but, I thank God, 
it is a falſe one. I ſee no Inconſiſtency prov'd upon me 
| | at 
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at preſent : and yet Mr. P. may know, or ought charitably 
to believe, that a ſincere Lover of Truth may ſometimes, 
through human Frailty, run into Inconliſtencies, 
What hath been now already ſaid, upon the Suppoſt- 
tion that an Ordination of Timothy is ſpoken of in the 
two Texts ſo often nam d, though it may be of Uſe, comes 
in by Way of Digreſſion in this Place, and was originally 
occaſion d by an Obſervation, which I profeſſedly made, as 
a thing by the by, in my Remarks. As to the Inference 
which Mr. P. makes from this Suppolition in his Sermon, 
I agree with him thus far, that, if other Presbyters joyn'd 
wi St, Paul in Impoſition of Hands when Timothy was 
Ocdain'd, tis reaſonable to think that Timothy would cauſe 
ſome ſuch Presbyters to joyn with him, when he Ordain d, 
provided ſuch were at Hand. But that 7imothy's Act was 
to convey the Office, while, if others joyn'd their Hand, 
they did it only for the greater Solemnity of the Work, 
or to expreſs their Conſent, I take to be plain from Seri 
pture, according to natural Interpretation: ſince Timo- 
t otherwiſe could not properly be ſaid to Ordain, as the 
Apoſtle requir'd him. For it the Conveyance of the Office 
was, or aroſe from the Joynt-ACt of a Presbytery, then it 
was, properly ſpeaking, the Presbytery that Ordain'd, and 
not Timothy: as the Decree of a Senate cannot be ſaid to 
be made by any ſingle Senator. Whether Timothy were ob- 
lig'd to cauſe other proper Officers to lay on Hands with 
him, when ſuch were preſent, is a Queſtion, which I ſee 
no ſufficient Reaſon to reſolve in the Affirmative. What 
appears to have been ſometimes practis d doth not preſently 
become a Rule: even though we cannot certainly prove, 
by Scripture, that the Practice was ſometimes otherwiſe. 
In ſuch Caſes, with Mr. P.'s Leave, ſubſequent Antiquity 
may be of Uſe to determine our Judgments. 


But that the Charge of Ordination, ſo peculiarly given 


to Timothy, doth not prove, that the other Presbyters 
where he was, could not Ordain without him, Mr. P. fur- 
ther argues from a pretended parallel Inſtance. Which 10 
ſhort 1s this, Our Saviour Matt. 16. 19. promiſeth the 
Power of the Keys to Peter in particular, and o. 21. 
15, Or. commands the ſame, in particular, 20 feed his lambs 
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ly Bord bis ſbeep: and yet it may not be thence infer'd, as we 


3, 


our-ſelves own, that the other Apoſtles had not the 
ſame Powers with Peter. And therefore by a Parity of Rea · 
ſon we ought not to infer, that, becauſe the Charge of 
Ordination is particularly given to Timothy, therefore the 
other Presbyters where he was, had not the Power of it. 
To which 1 anſwer'd, Rem. p. 52. to this effect, That the 
Inference in neither Caſe is neceſſary; but that, as it 
plainly appears from other Places of Scripture, that the 
reſt of the Apoſtles had the ſame Powers as Peter, ſo tis 
poſſible that the other Presbyters, where 7 7mothy was, 
might have the Power of Ordination as well as he, not- 
withſtanding the Charge of that Buſineſs was ſo peculiar] 
given to him: but, on the other Hand, as long as it dot 
not otherwiſe appear that they had it, here is a plain Pro- 
bability that they had it not. The Peculiarity from which 
we argue doth not conſiſt barely in that the Charge about 
Ordination is, in ſome Places, given particularly to Timo- 
zby, but alſo in that it is no where given to the other Preſ- 
byters where he was. And this makes a manifeſt Diffe- 
rence in the Caſes. But before Mr. P. will examine my 
Remarks on this Occaſion, he will offer a few Confidera- 
tions for the further clearing and confirming what I re- 
mark'd upon. This he doth Def. Part 2. p. 86, 87. and 
lays ſo much weight on what he offers, that I ſhall pay it 
the Reſpect of a more particular Examination, than I 
ſhould otherwiſe have thought worth while. | 
His firſt Conſideration is, That tis very reaſonable to 
Juppuſe the Apoſtles, in planting Churches, ſettled the ſame 
orm of Government, which Chriſt himſelf did, in founding 
the fir ſi Chriſtian Church, v1z. that of Jeruſalem. And by 
and by he affirms that I grant, hat Chri/t left the Govern- 
ment of his Church in a College of Equals, and that I pre- 
tend not, as far as he can ſee, 0 any more than probable 
Arguments for the change of it into the Monarchical Form. 
Where the Expreſſion 4:s Church, ſeems to denote 2he 
Church Univerſal, and yet, by the Coherence, it ſhould be 
underſtood of the particular Church of Zeru/a/em. I muſt, 
I think, give my Anſwer with a Regard to both Senſes. 
I never granted, and have now largely ſhewn 9 
| ſonable 
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ſonable to ſuppoſe, that Chriſt ſertled the particular Go-, 


tical Form. Nor doth it appear that he did in his own 
Perſon ſettle it in any Form. Becauſe our Saviour left 
Eleven Apoſtles behind him, equal among themſelves and 
ſuperiour to all others in the Church, and commanded 
them to tarry a few Days at Jeruſalem, waiting, for the 
Promiſe of the H. Ghoſt, before they went abroad in Exe. 
cution of their grand Commiſſion t teach all nations: mult 
it therefore be ſaid, that Chriſt ſettled the Government of 
the Church of Jeruſalem in the Ariſtocratical Form? Ri. 
diculous! And yet this is the moſt that I can make of 
Mr. P.'s boaſted Argument. | 

I grant that Chriſt left the chief Government of his 
Church Univerſal, and fo of every particular Church as 
a Part thereof, in a Number of Equals, vzz. in the Apoſtles, 
who ſometimes are, and may well enough be call'd, 7he 


vernment of the Church of Zeraſalem in the Ariſtocra- 


e 
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College of Apoſtles. - But then we muſt take care, that by | 


the Term CoZege we do not underſtand, A Number of Per- 
ſons conſtituting one Body politick or compound Perſon, 


and, as ſuch, inveſted with certain Rights and Powers not ||. 


belonging to any of them in their ſingle Capacities, but 
only, A Number of Perſons intruſted with the fame Powers 
in the ſame general, or particular Society. The ſupreme 
Council or Senate, in a proper Ariſtocracy, is always 2 
College in the former Senſe : but ſo were not the Apoſtles. 
The Powers they had belong'd to them, as well ſeparately 
as joyntly. And 'twas neceſſary they ſhould ; ſince the 
great Buſineſs and End of their Miniſtry would not per- 
mit them to keep together. But in the latter Senſe they 
were a College; and ſo, by the Proteſtant Epiſcopal Prin- 
ciples, are their Succellors, the whole Number of Biſhops 
now: as accordingly they are often ſtyl'd zhe College of 
Biſhops. © 

I do not therefore pretend, but am unhandſomly mif 
repreſented as pretending a Change of the Form of Church- 
Government, from the Ariſtocratical, originally inſtituted 
by our Saviour, into Monarchical, 1 diſown, and think 
I have ſufficiently diſprov d, any ſuch original Inſtitution, 
as to particular Church Government: and as to the Go- 
1 vernment 
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o. {ernment of the Church Univerſal, I hold that to be as 
2. Huch Ariſtocratical as ever. 
One thing farther I will note here; that though I grant 
fr Ihe chef Government, I do not grant the /t Govern- 
ad Inent, of the Church Univerſal to have been left by Chriſt 
ed In a Number of Equals. I am perſwaded that he left 
he other Presbyters, as inferiour Church-Governours, and 
e. chat the Seventy Zuke 10. were ſuch : of which Number, 
{ probably, were the Elders or Presbyters of whom we read 
of A 11. 30. before we find any ſuch ordain'd by the 
i. Apoſtles. And our Saviour's Inſtitution of theſe two 
Ff Orders of Presbyters or Church Governors, that of the 
Twelve and that of the Seventy, from which Mr. P. makes 
is Ino Scruple to vary, I take to be much more apparent, than 
chat of an Ariſtocracy in particular Church. Government, 
„which he would have to be invariable. Sr 
And from the Premifes it may eaſily appear, that Mr. P.'s 
ſecond Conſideration in this Place doth not affect me. I 
agree with him, hat that Interpretation of any particular 
\ | Place of Scripture is moſt reaſonable and ought to be pre- 
Verd. which beſt agrees with our Saviour's original Inſtitu- 
tion; ſuppoſing there 1s no conſiderable Objectiůon that lies 
| azain/t it. And for that Reaſon among others I plead for 
| a twofold Order of Presbyters, for the chief Powers in 
fingle Perſons, and for nothing diſagreeable to what can 
properly be call'd our Sayiour's original Inſtitution. 

Mr. P.'s third Conſideration is, 7 hat the only probable 
Reaſon that is given for Chriſt's ſpeaking 6 pecultarly to Pe- 
ter, and giving bim that Power which belong d to the College 
of Apoſiles, who were in Office equal ta him, ſeems to be 
this; that he thereby de ſian d to fienify there ſhould, far 
the Sake of Order and Unity, be one chief Perſon in the 
Ariſtocratical Form of Government he inflituted. But here 
the moſt that needs be allow'd is, That one probable Rea- 
ſon for Chriſt's ſpeaking ſo peculiarly to Peter, and grant- 
ing him in ſo particular a manner thoſe Powers, which yet 
were common to all the Apoſtles, was to ſignify, that he 
ſhould have, though not ſuperiour Power or Authority, 
yet the firſt Place among the Apoltles, and act upon all 
Occaſions as was agreeable to {| - his Rank, preſiding v. 7 5 


r 

in their Aſſemblies, and ſpeaking in the Name of them al 
what was their common Senſe. This might be one, andhell 
yet not the only Reaſon of this Part of our Saviour's Con Chr. 
duct. And, probably, one other was to ſignify, that theſher 
higheſt Powers Eccleſiaſtical were to be lodg'd in ſinglq ca 
Perſons, in order to the Monarchical Government of parſhiſti 
ticular Churches. Certainly, the inveſting Peter, in high(hz: 
ſingle Perſon, with Power ſufficient for Church-GovernJno! 
ment, is at leaſt as apparent in our Saviour's Words to him ef 
as h is Precedence to the other Apoſtles. pro 
Mr. P. s concluding Conſideration in this Place is, 7 hatfpra 

all the Directions groen particularly to Timothy, tbelhis 
Apoſtle, are very conſiſtent with the Suppoſition, that the 
Presbyters who were with bim had the Power of doing tbe Ipo 
ſame things, thongh he was to be chief; becauſe in ſpeabing IIn 
thus particularly to Timothy, he ſpeaks no otherwiſe thanVſa 
Chriſt himſelf did of exactly the ſame Matter. And yer f hi 
*tis manifeſt, that ſome of the Directions given by the lot 
Apoſtle to Timothy much more plainly argue a Superiority 
in Timothy to the other Presbyters where he was, than 
any thing ſaid by our Saviour to Peter argues a Superio- 
rity in him to the other Apoſtles. As when St. Paul 1 Zim. 
5. 19, 20. directs Timothy how to receive an Accuſation 
againſt Presbyters, and 10 rebuke the faulty. 

Nor is it very conſiſtent; that is, it is not probable, if 
it be poſſible, that when Timothy is requir'd and directed 
to do ſo many Acts of Government, alone and in his ſin- 
plc Capacity, as far as it appears, it ſhould be meant, that 

e ſhould therein act joyntly and in Equality with others, 
as no more than the Fore-man, Moderator, Chair-man, or 
ſome ſuch like Chief of a Presbytery. Nor is ſuch an 
Interpretation of St. Paul, ſpeaking to Timothy, agreeable 
to any reaſonable Interpretation of our Saviour ſpeaking 
to Peter. For he ſpeaks to him in his ſingle Capacity, 
without any reference to the reſt of the Apoſtles, accord- 
ing to the natural Import of the Words. Nor is there 
Occaſion to force any other Interpretation upon them. 
Bur rather, we are confin'd to the natural Senſe by this 
Conſideration, That he retain'd the Powers ſpoken of, 
when he was ſeparated from the reſt of the * 
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Frell as when he was at the Head of them. He could feed 
uchriſt's Sheep and Lambs; and bind and looſe, when 
bethere were no other Apoſtles near him. And therefore 
le cannot approve of Mr. P.'s Expreſſion (whatever his 
Fiſtint Meaning be) that our Saviour ſpoke to Peter as 
chte, in the College of Governors, &c. He might ſpeak the 
tFmnore particularly to him, becauſe he was the Chief, or the 
nlefign'd Chief, of them, in the Senſe aforeſaid, but not, 
properly ſpeaking, as the Chief; ſince the Powers were 
granted to him, and to each of the Apoſtles equally, in 
eis ſingle Capacity. vr AUT 
But that the Apoſtle might grant or aſcribe certain 
powers, in a particular manner, to Timothy, without any 
Intention thereby of denying them to all others in the 
Same Church or Place, I readily allow. Only I inſiſt that 
his granting or aſcribing them ſo particularly to him, with- 
out any Intimation, from firſt to laſt, of their belonging 
Ito any of the reſt, is in it-ſelf a probable Argument, that 
they were intruſted only with him in that Church or 
Place; unleſs the contrary can ſome otherwiſe be made 
appear. And ſuch a Probability againſt the Power of all 
Presbyters to Ordain is all that I pretend to, as following 
merely from the Charge and Directions about Ordination, 
ſo particularly given to Timothy. But then J pretend this 
Probability to be exceedingly ſtrengthen d by other Argu- 
ments, taken from the Topicks mention'd in the Account 
I gave Se. 6. of the Nature of the Proof on our ſide. 

I come now to the Anſwer which Mr. P. particularly 
applies, p. 89, 90. to the Remarks I made on his pretended 
parallel Caſe of Chriſt ſpeaking to Peter. He thinks what 
I alledge deſerves not to be call'd a Reply: but in truth he 
miſtakes what I intend by it. © Our Controverſy (ſaith he) 
E 75, whether the ſpeaking ſo particularly to one Perſon, and 
ce committing Ecclkſiaftical Power to him, muſt according 
© zo Scripture-Language be underſtood to imply, that that 
& Perſon is alone intruſted with ' Eccleſiaſtical Power, 
Whereas-indeed all that I maintain in that kind is, That 
the ſpeaking ſo particularly to one Perſon as to charge 
him, and, for ought appears, him alone, with the Exe- 
cution of certain —— in a certain Place, 
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is in it ſelf a probable Argument, that he alone, at tha 
time, was intruſted with thoſe Powers in that Place. 
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pretend not that it is a geceſſary Argument, or ſuch at 64 
one as may not, in ſome Caſes, be qverthrown by poſitiyq T 
Proofs. But becauſe we find that our Saviour gave all tk 


his Apoſtles thoſe Powers, which ſometimes he aſcrib d io 
Peter in a particular manner; it doth not therefore ceaſe 
to be probable, that Timothy alone, of the Church-Ofh 
cers where he was, had thoſe Powers, with the Executio 

of which in that Place St. Paul charges him in particular 
without once intimating that they belong'd to any others 
there. We are to judge of the reſpective Powers of 7 zmo- 
{bp and the Presbyters with him by what appears in rela- 
tion to them, and not by what appears in relation to Peter 
and the other Apoſtles ; unleſs we would preſuppoſe the 
Caſes to be alike; which were fairly to beg the Queltion 


on Mr. P.'s {ide ; or rather, to ſuppoſe againſt Evidence] 


For, whereas Peter was not ſuperiour to the other A poſtles, 
tis evident that Timothy was ſuperiour to the other Prel- 
byters. Mr. P. himſelf grants this Superiority, though 
he is willing to aſcribe it to his extraordinary Gifts and 
Office: which Subterfuge hath been ſufficiently confuted. 


Mr. P. indeed hath ſufficiently over-þallanc'd the Pro- 


bability I am pleading for, if he hath prov'd, as plainly 
and fully as he pretends, that there was no ſlanding Order 
o Mimiflers higher than Presbyters, meaning, I ſuppoſe, 
ſuch as I call common Presbyters. But here I have right 
to requeſt of our Readers, that they would not take his 
Word or Opinion in this Caſe, or be overborn by an Air 
of Confidence and Triumph, but judge indifferently be- 
tween us, upon view of his Arguments and my Anſwers. 
J will only ſay, that as for that particular Argument, 
which he ſo much magnifies here and elſewhere, and ſeems 
to have eſtabliſh'd his Judgment chiefly upon, viz. that 
which J have conſider d now at large, and in the firſt 
Place; it is to my Apprehenſion one of the weakeſt and 
emptieſt, that ever an ingenious Man laid ſo much Streſs 
upon. V! 

But, Are not our modern Zealots rare Divines and 
i* Caſuiſis (quoth Mr. P.) abo are for leaving us to the unco- 
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venanted Mercy of God, becauſe we do not ſubmit to a 
„ pretended Inſtitution, the main Founaation and Support of 
au“ whrch is at length come to no more than a Probability ? 
ved This is ſaid, I conceive, upon Occaſion of my owning, 
alJ that our Argument from the Charge and Directions, ſo pe- 
tof culiarly given to Timothy, about Ordination is in it-lelf 
ſd but a probable Argument. Now I might truly ſay, that 
M4 this is but one Branch of our Argument from Timothy and 
Titus. But I may not, neither do I deſire to, deny that 
nf our whole Argument from Timothy and Titus is but a pro- 
rs bable one; yea, that the Sum of our Arguments from mere 
0 Scripture, after an Abatement for the Arguments on the 
a other fide, amount to no more than a good Probability. 
But that joyn'd with the beſt Teſtimony and Practice of 
e ſubſequent Antiquity amounts, in my Judgment, to a moral 
nj Certainty ; ſuch a Certainty, as it hath pleas'd God we 
e. ſhould be directed by in our greateſt Concernments. And 
we ought to be content with that Light, which he ſees fit 
to give us. I weed add no more, but freely will, that I 
i} never jude'd any one to be out of the Covenant of Grace 
I} merely for not living under an Epiſcopal Miniſtry ; but 
am perſwaded that all they who believe the Goſpel; and 
are Baptiz'd, and are not under the Guilt of any wilful Sin 
unrepented of, are within the Covenant. And if molt of 
our modern Zealots, as Mr. P. calls them (if I underſtand 
| whom he means) are not herein of my Judgment, 1t 18 
more than I know or believe. But as no Man can arrive 
at, or perſevere in, Chriſtian Faith and Obedience with- 
out a continual Supply of the Graces of the Spirit; ſo, 
how great the Danger may be of the Failure of ſuch Sup- 
ply, where there 1s no true:Miniſtry, even though the 
want of it be not wilful, I preſume not to determine. 
The laſt Particular of his Anſwer to our Argument from 
Timothy and Titus, with what he hath further advanc'd 
upon it, in his Defence, hath been conſider d before, Seer. 4. 
as being rather a direct Argument for Presbyterian Ordina- 
tion, than an Anſwer to one againſt it. | 
But it will be fit, before I cloſe this Section, to ſay ſome- 
thing as to the Place, where the former Epiſtle was ſent to 
Timothy, 1 was, I confeſs, miſtaken in thinking, that 
. no 
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no one before Mr. P. queſtion d it's being ſent to him atſit: 
Epheſus. I find now that Dr. Whitby made a doubt of it, Ti. 
and he alone, as far as appears, or is pretended. It hath} E 
been a great Enquiry, and there have been different Opi- I ih 
nions, among learned Men, when St. Paul left Timothy atm 
Epheſus, and ſent him this Epiſtle thither. But that it was I 7; 
ſent him thither was, I conceive, 2 on all ſides, till lor 
Dr. Whitby thought to ſolve the Difhculties, by offering a IA. 
contrary Conjecture, But now, tis certain there was a fur 
time when St. Paul, going into Macedonia beſought Timo · I ih 
thy to abide till at Epheſus, 1 Tim. 1. 3. and it cannot 
well be doubted, but Timothy did abide there as the Apoſtle f is 
beſought him. When this was I ſhall not, in my preſent l ir 
haſte eſpecially, pretend to determine, amidſt the Diffe- Fir 
rences of ſo many learned Men. Whenever it was, during J 
this Abode of Timothy at Epheſus, this Epiltle might be JS 
ſent to him there. Of this there can be no doubt, if it Ih 
were before the meeting at Miletus As 20. And if it In 
were any time after that, then it will appear, that not- J 3 
withſtanding what St. Paul ſays, A, 20. 25. he was at | ] 
Epheſus after that; becauſe he left 7 zmothy there. And 
if he was once there after that (as other learned Men be- 1 
ſides Biſhop Pearſou, particularly Arch-Biſhop ber and | 
Lud. Capellus, have been of Opinion) there is nothing to | | 
hinder, but that he might hope to be there again, and pro-] 
teſs ſuch his Hope, 1 Tim. 3. 14. The Difliculey of ſup - 
pow which is the only Argument, of any weight, againſt | 
is having ſent this Epiſtle to Zpheſus at any time after 
the meeting at Miletus. | 

And, if this Epiſtle might be ſent to Timothy at Ephe- 
ſas, whether before or after the ſaid Juncture, it cannot 
reaſonably be donbted but it was, on account of what we 
read 1 Tim. 1. 3,4 whether we ſupply the deficient Senſe, 
as our Tranſlators have done, thus, As 7 beſought thee to 
abiae ill at Epheſus, when I went into Macedonia, that 
thou mig bteſ} charge ſome that they teach no other doffrine, 
neither give heed to fables, &c. So do: Or, as Dr. Whitby 
propoſes, thus, 4s / befought thee to abide flill at Epheſus, 

iuhen / went into Macedonia, fo I did it, that thou migbteſt 

charge ſome, &c. Or, whether the Senſe be left * 
t 


vp 6 
ill you come to the 18th Verſe, as I think probable. Take 
atſit any way, St. Paul begins this Epiſtle with reminding 
, Timothy for what End he beſought him to abide (till at 
ty Epheſus, thereby to excite him, as in reaſon one muſt 
kfthink, to be careful in anſwering that End. This Reme- 
t moration is not accountable, but upon the Suppoſition that 
517 /m0thy was [till at Epbeſus: neither doth Dr. Whitby, 
or Mr. P. pretend to give any Account of it. And this 
Argument I conceive to have been that, which produc'd fo 
e ſuniverſal an Agreement in Opinion, as to the Place whi- 
* [ther this Epiſtle was ſent. | LON 
Lf I ſtill think it probable that the Senſe of 1 Tim. 1. 2,4. 
is left depending, and all from thence to be taken as 
in a Parentheſis, till we come to Verſe 18. notwithſtand- 
ing Mr. P.'s Objection, that then v. 18. would begin with 
{ire in Anſwer to nabe v. 3. becauſe it is uſual with 
St. Paul both to leave the Senſe ſo depending, and, when 
he reſumes the Matter again, to do 11nvithout any Gram- 
matical Coherence with what he had laid of it before; as 
is plain from the Inſtances given by Dr. Hammond in his 
Note d on Cal. 2. 6. 0 

I still likewiſe think it indifferent to our Argument, 
whether theſe Epiſtles, or either of them, were ſent to 
Timothy at Epheſus, or elſewhere. What I would prove 
by it is no more, than that Timothy was a Church Officer, 
intruſted, in his ſingle Perſon, with the Power of Ordina- 
tion, and a Superiority to mere Presbyters in the Autho- 
rity of Government, and ſo was a Precedent for a Prelatical 
Church Government, or Epiſcopacy. And this may be as 
well argued from theſe Epiſtles, without knowing where 
they were ſent to him, as if it were certain to have been 
at Epheſus. And whether Mr. P. hath invalidated this 
our Argument, as by me maintain'd, from 7 zothy and 
Titus, the Reader is now again to judge. 

But after all, how little Mr. P. has done towards over- 
throwing either the Epiſcopal Cauſe in general, or with 
reſpect to Ordination in particular, even ſuppoſing him 
eftectually to have anſwer d this Argument, in chat ſingle 
ſeparate Condition, wherein he hath repreſented and ſpo- 
ken to it, the Reader may ſee, from the brief 3 I 
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have given of the Strength of our Cauſe, Se&. 7. Andfſc 
unleſs I would ſuppoſe him more ignorant in the Contro- uo 
verſy, chan his Pretences, or my Opinion of him, willnc 
allow, I canno; ſuppoſe him to think, that any great Streſs: 
is wont to be lad by the moſt learned Advocates for Epiſco· 
pacy upon this ſingle Argument, ſo barely ſtated as afore-JV 
ſaid; particularly without the Concurrence of this Com 
ſideration, that, as Timothy and Titus were fuperiour to 
common Presbyters, ſo we find no Charge or DireCtionsJhe 
about Orgdination given any where in Scripture to, norfſpa 
any Ocahhation perform'd by, ſuch as were not. 
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. Some incidental Matters cen ſiaer d. Biſhops not ſole Gs. 
vernors by the Epiſcopal Scheme. My Cenſure of Mr. P.'s 
Expreſſion of Reading Prayers as applied by him juſti- 
fied. Of the A. Jeep and good Manners due from the 
Diſſenters to our Church. + 


Having now d patch'd the main of my Deſign, I pro- 
ceed to review tome of the Incidents, which ſeem moſt 
material : beginning with the Diſtinction J have obſerv'd 
between the Chief, and the Sole Power of Church-Govern- 
ment, aſſerting the former to Biſhops, but not the latter; 
and fo diſowning Mr. P.'s State of the Epiſcopal Scheme 
in this reſpect. Whereas be repreſents it as our Notion 
(ſaid 1 Rem. p. 23.) that mere Presbyters have not the 
Power of Government committed to them; it muſt be noted, 
that thongh we do deny the ſole or chief Government of the 
Charches to belong to them, yet we do allow them a govern- 
ing Power therein. And to the like Purpoſe I ſpoke in 
other Places, as Occaſion offer'd : which Mr. P. calls 
wranzling ; for what Reaſon I know not: unleſs it be 
wrangling, not to own whatever he pleafes to call, or to 
affix to the Epiſcopal Scheme, or not to let his Ambigut 
ties or Miſrepreſentations paſs unnoted. 

For to aſcribe the ſole Power of Government to Biſhops, 
or to deny all governing Power to Presbyters, as ſuch, is, 
certainly, no Part of The Epiſcopal Scheme, though it 
may be of the Scheme of one or two Epiſcoparians. Par- 

ticularly, 
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cularly, I will not diſpute with Mr. P. about Dr. Ham- 
o- nds Notions in this reſpect. He was a very learned 
illßad a very pious, Prelatiſt: but "tis well known that he 
lh:d his Singularities. Yea, the Biſhop of Bangor ( Brief 
0. D- of Epiſc. Ordin. p. 113.) informs us, that he had odd 
e. Vor ions in this Controverſy, wherein he is hardly follow'd 
why one Epiſcopal Divine of any Conſideration. And yet 
o Mr. P. ſeems to take from him chiefly that Scheme, which 
ihe would paſs upon the World as the Scheme of Epiſco- 
rparians in general. | | 
Nor doth he quote any other upon the preſent Occaſion 
(Def. Part 2. p. 6. eg) except Dr. Scott: who, tis 
true Hol. 3. of his Coriftian Life, p. 427. ſtyles Biſhops the 
| Governors of the Church, and Presbyters inferiour Officers. 
But *tis ſo common to ſtyle the Chief Governors in any 
Society the Governors, as being ſo u, ix, without in- 
, | tending thereby to aſcribe the whole governing Power to 
them alone, that ſuch a Meaning cannot, with any Cer- 
tainty be fix d upon Dr. Scoz? in this Caſe. And I think 
the contrary is pretty plain from the very Words, which 
Mr. P. himſclf quotes from him. For therein he diſtin- 
| euiſhes 7he proper Miniſtries of the Government in the King? 
dom of Chriſt into two ſorts; firſt, ſuch as are common 10 
the Biſhops or Governors of the Church, with the inferiour 
Officers; and ſecondly, ſuch as are peculiar to the Biſhops 
or Governors. So that, as with me he makes ſome of the 
Miniſtries of the Government 1n the Kingdom of Chriſt 
to be peculiar to Biſhops, with me alſo he allows ſome of 
them to be Presbyters. He plainly doth ſo in the general, 
and *tis reaſonable we ſhould underitand his Particulars ac- 
cordingly, and that he means ſome Authority to belong to 
Presbyters, as they are intruſted /o feach the Goſpel, to ad. 
miuiſter the Evangelical Sacraments, and 20 offer up the 
Public Prayers and Intercęſſions of Chriſtian Aſſemblies; 
or, what is all one, that the People owe a certain Meaſure 
of Submiſſion to them in theſe Affairs, as to the Miniſters 
(not of Biſhops, but) of Chriſt. 
But what if both Dr. Hammond, and Dr. Scott, and 
ſome more Epiſcopal Writers, did really deny 10 Prefs 
| O byters, 
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byters, as ſuch, any Share in Church Government, would 
that authorize Mr. P. to repreſent ſuch Denial as Part o 


in general? No, certainly. How little then can it avail 
him to have quoted only the two named, delivering theit 
own Sentiments (without pretending to give an Account 
of the general Senſe of Epiſcoparians) the one of them 
too an Author notably ſingular, and the other far from 
ſpeaking home to his Purpoſe. 

But Mr. P. ſays p. 3. is pretty remarkable, that the 
Church has made Alterations in the Service Book, in ſuch 
Places, as might ſeem to allow Presbyters to be the Paſtors 
of the Church. And very well might the Church do ſo 
for this Reaſon, becauſe indeed Presbyters, as diſtinguiſh d 
from Biſhops, are not The Paſtors, but only inferiour Pa- 
{tors of the Church. And I ſhould conclude this to have 
been, at leaſt, one Reaſon of ſuch Alterations, did I not 
find that, at the ſame time that they were made, the Church 
inſerted a new Prayer in her Service-Book (to be us'd in 


the Ember Weeks) wherein Presbyters ſeem ſtill to be di- 


{tinguiſh'd by the Title of Paſtors, ſo guide and govern the 
Minds of thy Servants the Biſhops and Paſtors of thy Flock, 
&c. Dr. Comber takes it for granted that Presbyters, ſpe- 
cially fo calld, are there meant by Paſtors : though if the 
Words will bear another Interpretation, I am not at all 
unw1lling they ſhould. If the laſt Reviſers of the Liturgy 
did not think fit, that mere Presbyters ſhould ſtand any 


where ai/lzngniſh'd by the Name of Paſtors, that would. 


be no Argument, that they did not think them an inferiour 
Order of Paſtors. Yea, tis certain they did count them 
Paſtors, fince they who are to be ordain'd Prieſts or Preſ- 
byters are, by the Form now preſcrib'd in the Service- 
Book, to be told by the Biſhop, that 'tis the Office of ſuch 
zo feed and provide for the Lord's Family. And in the 
Book of Canons of 1603. by which our Church ſpeaketh, as 
well as by the Service Book, Presbyters of the inferiour 
Order are unqueſtionably ſtyI'd Paſtors, viz. in the 35 *h Ca- 
non, which directs the Prayer before Sermon. And con- 
formably thereto they are, moſt commonly, ſo ſtyl d by the 
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Miniſters of our Church in their Pulpit-Prayers. I hope 
therefore Mr. P. will not pretend to argue from the Alte- 
rations he ſpeaks of, that it is any Part of the Epiſcopal 
Scheme, either in general, or as held by our Church in 
particular, that Presbyters, ſpecially ſo call'd, are not 
Paſtors, or, that it doth not belong to their Office 20 feed 


y Chriſt's Flock or Family. And then I am ſure, his pretty 


. 
) 


remarkable Obſervation can be of no Service to him in 


the preſent Debate. 


But let us view the Alterations particularly. © The 


0 Prayer for the Church at the Communion, in the firf1 Com- 


& 1mon-Prayer- (ook, 1542 (faith Mr. P. by a Miltake in 
* Chronology) ran thus: Give Grace, O heavenly Father, 


%% all Biſhops, Paſtors, and Curates, &c. and continued 


« ſa in K. Charles the Fir{t's time. T be Word Paſtors ts 
* now left out, and ſo the Presbyters are only reckon'd the 
&* Biſhop's Curates. But what doth he mean by, only reckon'd 
the Biſhop's Curates? "Tis plain indeed from this Altera- 
tion, that the Parochial Presbyters are reckon'd Curates. 


But that they are reckon'd Curates and not Paſtors, or the 


Biſhop's Curates cannot be infer'd from hence. I know 
not what Notion Mr. P. may have of a Curate: but he is, 
properly, one to whom the Spiritual Charge or Care of a 
Pariſh is committed. It doth not belong to the Notion of 
a Curate to be another Man's Deputy: nor is Curator the 
Latin of it, but the barbarous Term Curatus. And of the 
{ame Import with the Engliſh Curate is the French Cure, 
both deriv'd from the Latin Root Cura, with reſpect to 
their having the Care (or, as we commonly ſpeak, Cure) 
of Souls. All Curates therefore, properly fo call'd, are 
indeed Paſtors ; and Presbyters, by being ſtyl'd Curates, 
are ſo far from being reckon'd no Paſtors, that they are, 
by that very Title, acknowledg'd to be Paſtors. And it 
being the Intention of the Church, in the Words under 
Conſideration, to pray for Biſhops, and all that have the 
Care of Souls, they are ſufficiently expreſod by Hſbops 
and Curates : and the Word Paſtors is well left out as 
ſuperfluous. Nor was this Diſtinction of the Clergy 
pray d for into Biſhops and Curates firſt introduc'd in 
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King Charles the Second's Reign, but us' d before in th 
Prayer for Clergy and People 1n the daily Service, 

It may, perhaps, prevent an Objection againſt Part o 
what I have juſt now faid, if it be obſerv'd, That though 
Deacons are in ſome Caſes vulgarly call d Curates, they ar 
never ſo in the Language of the Church: nor do the 
Licences run (if they have any) ad inſer viendum Curg 
animarum, but ad Diaconatis efficium peragenaum, in luc 
a Pariſh. 

Mr. P. inſtances next in an Alteration made in the Li 
tany, where inſtead of Aſbops, Paſtors, and Miniſters 6 
the Church, as it was formerly, we now read, {i/hop: 
Prieſis and Deacons ; which was a good Alteration, it 
reſpect that thereby two of the three Orders in the Mi 
niſtry are expreſs'd in Terms more proper, and more 
agreeable to the ancient Style of the Church, than they 
were before. For that the Engliſh Przz/?, as well as the 
French Preſtre (which ſignifies the fame, and was for. 


merly written, Presbtre) is deriv'd from Presbyter, can- 


not reaſonably be doubted. Nor 1s there any ground to 
—conclude this Alteration was made for any other Reaſon, 
than what I have ſuggeſted ; much leſs ro ſuppoſe, that 
the Reviſers of the Liturgy look d upon Presbyters as no 
Paſtors, becauſe they choſe rather to call them Prieſts than 
Paſtors, in diltinguiſhing them from both Biſhops and 
Deacons. 

The laſt Alteration Mr. P. mentions was made in the 
Rubrick before Private Bapriſm : where inſtead of Paſtors 
and Curates we now read 7 he Curate of every Pariſh: 
which is better, as 'tis more determinate, and as tis leaving 
out a ſuperfluous Word; and, if it be not better, as 'tis 
a chuſing the Word Curate before Paſtor in this Place, it 
is however as well. Nor needs there any Reaſon to be 
given, why, of two Words equally proper, one is us d 
and not the other. But indeed I think he Curate of every 
Pariſh doth more plainly expreſs (what was intended) every 
one that hath a Parochial Cure, whether Incumbent, or 
© Curate, ſpecially ſo call'd, than the ſame would be 
exprels'd by ihe Paſtor of every Pariſh, which would be 
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apt to be underſtood of Incumbents only. However, from 
what hath been ſaid before tis very manifeſt, that the Rea- 
ſon of this Preference could not be, becauſe the Church 
doth not look upon common Presbyters as Paſtors. Which 


is what Mr. H. ſeems willing to inſinuate (though he dares 


not pretend to prove it) and what only I am concerned to 


Ward againſt in theſe Alterations. 


And if common Presbyters are Paſtors, as J have ſhew'd 


them to be, in the Account of our Epiſcopal Church, they 


are, doubtleſs, in ſome Degree Governors too. And that 
the ſole Power of Church-Government 1s not in Biſhops, 
by any thing which can properly be call'd The Epiſcopal 
Scheme, I ſhall now further prove. 

It is hardly to be imagin'd, that a Perſon ſo well vers'd, 
as Mr. P. in the Controverſy about Church- Government, 
ſhould be unacquainted with fo celebrated a Book, as that 
entitul'd T, Principles of the Cyprianic Ae, or with the 
Author's /7ndication of the fame, uſually bound up with 
it, Now this Author, a Perſon of great Eſteem among 
Epiſcoparians for thoſe his Performances, not only moſt 
expreſly and formally aſcribes to a Dioceſan Biſhop only 
a chief Power, and not a ſole Power of Ordination and Fu- 
r1ſd:&t1on ; only a Power ſuperiour Io all other Powers, nat 4 
Power excluſrve of all other Powers, &c. and calls it a 
Subterfuge in his Adverſary to ſuppoſe that the Notion of 
proper Epiſcopacy, or true Prelacy, requires the fole Power 
to be lodg'd in the Biſhop's Perſon, Chap. 4. of his Yinat- 
cation, but there propoſes entirely to deprive G. R. [his Ad- 
verſary] and all his Brethren hereafter of this their com- 
mon Subterfuge, and to render them utterly inexcuſable, if 
ever they ſhall betake themſelves to the ſorry Plea of the ſole 


Power. And in Purſuance of that Propoſal he hath, in 


the ſaid Chapter, by numerous Quotations undeniably 


ſhewn this at leaſt, that a great Number of conſiderable 
Advocates for Prelacy, both in Eng land, and Scotland, have 


diſown'd the Claim of the ſole Power of Government to 
Biſhops ; ſo that no one is oblig'd as a Prelatiſt to afferc 


more than a Chiefty in Government to them, with the Al- 
lowance of an inferiour Share to Presbyters. And truly, 


I think 
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I think, he had good Reaſon to conclude that Chapter, af" 
he does, with ſaying, hat G. R. and all the otber Adv 
cates of bis [the Presbyterian] Party may do well hereafter** 6 

zo conſider, whether they can betake themſelves to this Sub. I 

terfuge of fole Power, with the leaſt Pretenſions to Inge. J. 

nuity and fair Dealing; or rather, without the manifeſt 5 

Scandal of an incurable Wilfulneſs, and a notorious Effron-Q, © 
.zery. Last Liberty, faith he, to uſe theſe hard Words, not L 
that I have any {uclination to be fierce ; but becauſe ſome}, 
Men ſland in need of loud Cries to mate them adver leut. . þ 
But Mr. P. it ſeems either hath been all this while out of}, i 
the hearing of this learned Author's loud Cries, or, as | * 
loud as they are, hath not been pleas'd to advert to them. I. 
For Brevity's ſake I forbear tranſcribing any of the hy 
foremention'd Author's Quotations, And for the ſame Rea- of 
fon I {hall here add but one more, taken from a very con- th 
ſiderable and unexceptionable Author, the now worthy by 
Biſhop of Oxford, Whole Words, Diſc. of Church Gov. C 
p. 336. are theſe, In particular Oioceſes things of greater a 
Loment were generally determin'd in a Conſiſtory of the : 
2 
{ 


Hliſbop and his Clergy : And though the Presbyters could ab 
nothing without the (Ya) content of their Biſhop, they 
were always underſtood to have Authority over the People, 
which they exercis'd in Subordination to him; and when the 
££piſcopal Chair was vacant, their Authority was ſupreme ; 
an Example whereof we find in the Presbyters of Rome, 
who govern'd that Dioceſe an whole Near, between the 
Death of Fabianus, and the Ordination of Cornelius. S 
that there is good Reaſon, why Presbyters may be allow'd 
fo zoyn with Biſhops in making Canons; namely, becauſe 
they have Authority, thong h ſubordinate to the Biſhops, over 

the People. — 7 
I doubt not but my Reader is now ſatisfied, that to 
deny all Authority or governing Power to Presby ters, 
7. e. Miniſters of the ſecond Order, is no Part of what can 
properly be call'd, 7he Epiſcopal Scheme, and therefore 
ought not to have been repreſented as ſuch by Mr. P. Nor 
ſhould I need to ſay any more on this Subject, did not he 
attewpt to confound that Subordination of Presbyters to 
; ES, Biſhops, 
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:S$iſhops, which we maintain, with that Excluſion of them 
From any Share in Government, which he would fix upon 
„bse. But in this reſpect he talks ſo looſly, that not daring 
4. ſto fix his Senſe, I ſhall recite his own Words. 
„% Presbyters (ſaith he p. 12.) are 10 be ſubjef? to the 
af Piſhop in the Exerciſe of their Power, the Biſhop is fill 
„a Monarch in his Church, and the Presbyters are but his 
Deputies aud Under-Officers ; and every Monarch is ſup- 
“ pos d to have Officers under him, who rule and govern in 
his Name and by his Authority. And could any Man think, 
“bal I defign'd to deny that Presbyters were, according 
“to the Epiſcopal Motion, ſuch ſuboramate Officers to their 
e Biſhop > That the Biſhop of a Dioceſe is a Monarch in 
This Church (though but a limited one) and the Presbyters 
of the fame Church Officers under him, I own as Part of 
the general Epiſcopal Scheme; but not fo, that the Preſ- 
byters are bat the Biſhop's Deputies, or but his Under- 
Officers. And why they may not owe a Meaſure of Obe- 
dience to their Biſhop, and yet be as immediate Officers of 
Chriſt, as he himſelf, I cannot ſee. Colonels and Captains, 
though {abject to a General in the Exerciſe of ther Offices, 
are as immediately the King's Officers (at leaſt, are com- 
monly ſo) as the General himſelf. And as they do not 
command only in the Name and by the Authority of their 
General, ſo neither can it follow, that Presbyters muſt 
rule only in the Name and by the Authority of their Biſhop, 
becauſe they are ſubordinate to him. Nor do Presbyters 
with us exerciſe their ordinary ruling Power in the Name, 
or by the Authority of the Biſhop, but of Chriſt (as may | 
be ſeen particularly by the Form of Abſolution 1n our 
Office of Viſiting the Sick) though it be indeed by the UM 
' 
t 


Biſhop's Appointment, that they exerciſe it in ſuch a par- 9 
ticular Diſtrict. | 
But let us fee how Mr. P. explains himſelf further. ZF i 
« 7 take our Adverſaries Notion right (ſaith he) the B ſhops | 
te are the only Perſons intruſied by Chriſt with the governing | 
“ Power, and the Presbyters have no more Power, than the 
« Biſhops ſee good to commit to them. They are ſuppos'd 
e rualify'd to be imploy'd by the Biſhops, but have 7 the 

& Power 
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« Power of acting otherwiſe than as impliy d by them : juſt 
&« a5 our Serjeants are qualified to arreſt Men, and yet can 
&« ot do it, but when particularly authoriz'd by a ſuperiour 


« Power. And ſo he refers us to Dr. Hammond Power 
of the Keys, Chap. 3. Scct. 12, 13. But the Doctor doth 
not pretend there to give the general Senſe of Epiſcopal 
Men: and to conclude any thing is their Senſe in general, 
becauſe 1t was his, is, I am ſure, very weak arguing. 
'Tis certainly and notoriouſly the more general Senſe of 
Epiſcoparians, that Presbyters are of Divine Inſtitution, 
and therefore have certain Powers of Divine Right, and not 
left at the Diſcretion of Biſhops. to be committed to them 
or not, though Biſhops have Authority to reſtrain them 
in the Exerciſe thereof. More particularly, it is the Senſe 
of our Church, authentically declar'd in the Form of Or- 
dering of Prieſts, that they who are call'd to be Prieſts or 
Presbyters are call'd to an high Dignity, a weighty Office 
and Charge; that is to ſay, to be Meſſengers, Watchmen, 
and Stewards of the Lord, io teach and to premonſh, to 


feed and provide for the Lord's Family, &c. And 1n the | 


very Act of Ordaining a Prieſt or Presbyter, the Biſhop is 
appointed to ſay, Receive the Holy Ghoſt, for the Office 


and Work of a Prieſt in the Church of God, now committed 


unto thee by the Tmpoſition of our Hands; Whoſe Sins thou 
oft forgive, they are forgiven ; aud whoſe Sins thou dojl 


retain, they are retained. And be thou a faithful Diſpenſer | 


of the Word of God, and of his holy Sacraments; In the 
Name, &c. So that Presby ters, in the Senſe of our Church, 
are Meſſengers, Watchmen, and Stewards of the Lord, 
Paſtors, Ditpenſers of God's Word and Sacraments, and 
inveſted with a Power to remit and retain Sins, and, by 
Conſequence, in ſome Degree Governors or Rulers. Which 
_ Conſequence is alſo confirm'd to be the Senſe of our 
Church by an Expreſſion in the Prayer appointed to be us d, 
immediately before the Impolition of Hands, in the Ordain- 
ing of Prieſts, viz. So that as well by theſe thy Miniſters, 
as by them over whom they ſhall be appointed thy Miniſters, 
thy holy Name may be for ever glorified, &c. By this, I ſay, 
it appears, that Presbyters, in the Senſe of our Church, 

| are 
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People committed to their Charge: and the Word Over 
manifeſtly implies Authority, Which Word too Mr. P. 
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are God's Miniſters, and not the Biſhops 


only, over the. "3 


may take notice was ſubſtituted in the room of To, at che 
laſt Reviſal of the Liturgy : when he would inſinuate 
there was a Delign to leſſen the Dignity of Presbyters. 
Whether it be the more general Senſe of Epiſcoparians, 
or that of our Church in particular, That Presbyters may 
(without Breach of Law Divine) exerciſe their Office any 
where, provided it be not in Diſobedience to Epiſcopal Au- 
thority or ſettled Order, or, That (even by Divine Law) 
they may not exerciſe it, but where they are appointed, or 
exprelly allow'd ſo to do by the proper Biſhops, I ſhall 
not determine. It is full enough for my Purpoſe, that, 
according to the Epiſcopal Scheme, as held by our Church, 
Presbyters are Governors or Rulers (though ſubordinate 
ones) wherever they are allow'd the full Exerciſe of their 
proper Office. For, that being granted, 1ſt, It can be no 
Part of The Epiſcopal Scheme, that a Biſhop ſhould 
be the ſole Governor in his Dioceſe. And 2b, An Epiſco- 
arian way, conſiſtently with that his Character, allow 
loch or ſuch Church- Officers (as v. g. a Biſhop ſo call'd, 


1 Tim. 3. and the Elders or Biſhops fummon'd to Miletus, 


As 20.) to have been Governors, or to have had a go- 
verning Power, without allowing them to have had the 
ſole or chief Government of any Church, or all thoſe 
Rights or Powers which are naturally, or by Inſtitution, 
appendant to the ſole or chief Government, or to have 
been of any higher Order, than Presbyters are allow'd to 
be of with us. And to theſe Purpoſes only have I applied 
my Diſtinction between the Sole Government, the Chief 
Government, and a Governing Power, in a Church. 
There is another Matter of ſome Affinity with the fore- 
going, as relating to the Eſteem of Presbyters with us, 
which I ſhall briefly take notice of, before I conclude this 
Section. 
Mr. P. pretending to repreſent the Notion of his Epi- 
ſcopal Adverſaries, as to the Powers of Presbyters, ex- 
preſſed that which relates to the publick Prayers by a * 
P 0 
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4 of reading Prayers. Which Expreſſion I ſaid was dero- 


gatory and contemptuous. He-now (Def. Part 2. p. 5.) 
to juſtify himſelf, ſhews that Presbyters in our Church are 
commonly ſaid 2 read Prayers, and are even appointed 
ſo to do : which is true, though, I believe, none of us 
underſtand the Appointment as intended to oblige us in 
the ſtrict Letter to reading, if we can ſay the Prayers 
exactly memoriter. But what Mr. P. alledges, however 
true, is not to the Purpoſe, and the Deriſion, wherewith 
he treats me thereupon, 1s therefore juſtly to be derided. 
I found no Fault with him, neither ſhould I, for ſaying 
that we read, or are requird to read, Prayers. I have not 
blam'd him for talking of us, as we commonly do of our- 
ſelves ; which he falſly ſuppoſes. But the Queſtion is, 
whether it be ſuitable to the Dignity of the Presbyteral 
Office, according to our Notion of it, with reſpect to the 
publick Prayers, to expreſs it by a Power of reading Prayers: 
or, whether it be uſual with us to ſpeak of it in that man- 
ner. One may very well venture to ſay, that there is not 
one Inſtance of that kind to be met with in the Writings 
of any ſerious Epiſcoparian : ſuch a way of ſpeaking of 


ſuch a Matter being indeed ſo improper, as well as low, 
that 'tis next to impoſſible any one ſhould uſe it without 


an Intent to ridicule or derogate from the Matter ſpoken 
of. The Part of Presbyters, with reſpect to publick Pray- 
ers, is to offer them up to God as the Mouth of the Con- 
gregation. This is our Notion, and that our conſtant way 
of expreſſing it is in Words to this Effect Mr. P. can hardly 
be ignorant; who alſo hath given one Inſtance of it in 
Dr. Kot, within three Pages of that Part of his Defence 
I am now upon. He could not, ſure, think, that we look 
upon FReading, as any other than a particular variable 
mode of executing this Part of the Presbyters Office. 
And how then, if he meant to deal fairly by us, could 
he think it proper to expreſs our Notion of what be- 
longs to Presbyters in general, in this reſpect, by 4 
Power of reading Prayers? J hope, he doth not forget, 
that where I blame him he was not giving Account 
of the Rules or Practice of our particular Church, 2 
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of our Mtion of the Office or Powers of Presbyters in 
general. | . (258 

And, remembring this, one cannot but wonder at the 
Weakneſs, and almoſt Stupidity, of what he adds in his 


Defence, vie. © 7 had this Reaſon further for the Ex- 


&« 9reſſzon ; that 7 obſerv'd ſome have of late contended, that 
64 the Uſe of any other than the preſcribed Prayers is not 
" N '” the _ k And i 2 be true, the thing it- 
& ſelf is evil, as well as the Expreſſion very juſt and proper. 
as if, becauſe ſome of late ve be { 6s Uſe 
of any other than the preſcrib'd Prayers is not allow'd by 
our Church within her own Bounds, that were a Reaſon 
for him to expreſs the Notion, not of ſome of us only, 
but of us (I might ſay, of Epiſcoparians) in general, as 
to the Presbyteral Office in Ae Dias by a Power 
of reading them. And again, as if, ſuppoſing our Church 


did allow no other than the preſcrib'd Prayers in her Aſ- 


ſemblies, it would thence follow, that her Notion of the 
Power or Office of Presbyters at large, as to publick Pray- 
ers, may be very juſtly and properly expreſs d by a Power 
of reading them: that is, firſt, as if reading preſeribd 
Prayers were a very juſt and proper Expreſſion for uſing 


them, whether with reading or without; and ſecondly, 


and chiefly, as if the Notion of our Church as to any 
Power of Presbyters in general may be very zuftly and 
properly expreſs d by that particular mode of executing it, 
which ſhe thinks fit at preſent to confine Presbyters to within 
her Bounds, without pretending in the leaſt that ſuch 
mode gs invariable, or that Presbyters are or ought to be 
every 
in expoſing his reaſoning on this Occaſion. But I ſpare 
him; and ſhall only add, That he might as properly have 
expreſs d our Notion of this Power of Presbyters by 4 


Power of praying, when they have got Surplices on, as by | 


a Power of reading Prayers. 25 

I would be brief: But I ſhould ſeem too unmindful of 
the Honour of our Church, if I ſhould wholly paſs by 
what Mr. P. ſays to the Hint I gave upon this Occaſion, 
that, for ſeveral Reaſons, he __ to treat our Church _ 


here confin d to it. It were very eaſy to enlarge 


* <a & 

"% oo & - * 
WATT CHER N * Cs 
. — 

* * >: a 


aun good Manners. He knows not, he ſays, what 
” thoſe ſeveral Reaſons are, and he can't ſuppoſe I mean 


$ „the Treatment Diſſenters have met with from the Church; 
cConcluding with theſe Words, Def. Part 2. p. G.“ 7 know 


„ no wonderful Obligation we are under for their great 
'« Kindneſs, except it be, that ſhe has not wholly depriv'd 
'« us of all gur natural Rights and jnſt Privileges. I don't 
ſee therefore how we can entitle our-ſelves to Gratitude 
from the Diſſenters, according to Mr. P.'s Notions, ualefs 
we would not only quit, but aſſign over to them, the Ad- 
vantages of a legal Eſtabliſhment. : For ſhould we place 
them upon an Equality with 'our-felves in all Reſpects, 
and no higher; he would count that but an allowing them, 
at laſt, thoſe Rights and Privileges, which we have a long 
time wrongfully detain'd from them, and ſo as no Obliga- 
tion upon them to Gratitude towards our Church. 8 
that if the Diſſenters in general are, as I fear too many 
of their Leaders are, of Mr. P.'s'Sentiments in theſe Re- 
ſpects, they will both (mightily e e pe, and 
utterly diſown the Ground thereof, declar'd by his Ma- 
jeſty in his Speech at the End of laſt Seſſion of Parlia- 
ment; where, ſpeaking of the Act then paſs d for ſtrengtben- 
ing the Proteſtant Tutereſt, he graciouſly ſays, As it 1s 
te A nal Inſtauce of Moderation and [ndulzence in our 
ce eftabliſhd Church, ſo I hope it will beget ſuch a Return 
* of Gratitude from all Proteſtant Diſſenters, as ' will 
&« greatly tend to ber Honour and Security. The Diſſenters 
of Mr. P.'s Notions cannot underſtand this Language. 
The Act ſpoken of gives them but Part of what they count 
their juſt Due; and the Church will be unreaſonable, if 
ſhe expects any Gratitude from them on that Score. I 
ſhould not have quoted fo potent an Authority againſt 
Mr. P. as that of the King on the Throne, were not his 
Goodneſs toward Proteſtant Diſſenters as eminent, as his 
Power 1s awful. e eee eee 
I could not think it needful to particularize any Rea- 
ſons, why Diſſenters (for I meant none peculiar to Mr. P.) 
ſhould treat the Church of England with Reſpect and 
good Manners, In ſo plain a Caſe many Reaſons are ob- 
bl 2 4 vious. 


L117 1 


eated by them. 2h, Our's hath a further Right thereto, 
being the Church eſtabliſh'd by the Laws of their Coun- 
y. 3, The King, the Nobility, the Magiſtrates, the 
rincipal Perſons of our Country in general are of chis 
hurch, and muſt, in Reaſon, look upon themſelves as 
fected by the Affronts offer d to it. 4%, Our Church is 
onfeſſedly the Bulwark of the Proteſtant Intereſt. Laſtly, 
ſr. P. cannot perſwade me, but that the Treatment Diſ- 
enters have met with, eſpecially for thirty Years paſt, 
om the Authority of this Nation, being in the Hands of 
hurchmen, lays a further Obligation upon them to treat 
zur Church with Reſpe& and good Manners. For, what 
Notions ſoever he may have of their natural Rights and- 
uſt Privileges, certainly, thoſe Diſſenters do not deſerve 
Toleration who will not be thankful for one, though 
they ſhould enjoy it under as great Reſtraints, as any have 
deen laid upon them within the Term mention d. For 


ous. For 14, Every Church of Chriſt ought to be fo 


though I declare my-ſelf for Toleration, I cannot think 
we owe ſo much Indulgence to Diſſenters, as to ſacrifice 


thereto the Security of our own Church, and open the 


Way to ſuch intolerable Diſorders and Confuſion in the 


Civil, as well as Eccleſiaſtical State of this Nation, as 
would, in all Probability, be the Conſequence of that 
boundleſs Liberty and Indulgence, which ſome now earn- 
eſtly plead for, againſt the common Senſe of Mankind. 


There are ſeveral other things in the ſecond Part of 
Mr. P.'s Defence, which I intended to have taken into my 
Conſideration at this time. But my Book being already 
grown to the Bulk, which I have determin'd not to ex- 
ceed, and thoſe things being foreign to the main Point be- 


tween us, I ſhall paſs them by for the preſent. 
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